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20300.  H.  Report  1953 •  Print  of  bill  and 
report • 

8,  1968  House  Rules  Committee  cleared  H.  R.  20300. 

9,  1968  House  passed  H.  R.  20300  with  amendments. 


Senate  committee  reported  H.  R.  20300  with 
amendments.  S.  Report  1667.  Print  of  bill 
and  report. 

Oct.  10,  1968  Senate  passed  H.  R.  20300  with  amendments. 


House  and  Senate  conferees  were  appointed. 

Oct.  11,  1968  House  and  Senate  received  and  agreed  to 

conference  report.  H.  Report  1972.  Print 
of  report. 

Oct.  21,  1968  Approved:  Public  Law  90-608. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House >4greed  to  strike  withholding  provisions  regarding  \chool  lunch 
program  and  national  forests  from  HEW  appropriation  bill.  (Continued  X  page  6.) 

SENATE 


i«  APPROPRIATIONS.  Passed  ,  55-2,  with  amendment  H.  R.  18707,  the  defense  appro¬ 
priation  bill.  Senate  conferees  were  appointed.  House  conferees  have  not  b^en 
appo-i^ued.  pp.  S11951-79 

Made  H.  R.  19908,  the  foreign-aid  appropriation  bill,  the  unfinished  business 
pp/  S120U5-6 


.FOREIGN  TRADE)  FEDERAL  AID.  Received  Micronesia  Congress  resolutions  favoring 
^ychanges  in  tariff  treatment  and  Federal  aid  for  the  Trust  Territory,  pp.  311^07 


abated  a  convention  establishing  an  international  Customs  Cooperation  Coun¬ 
cil.  >p.  s ii 987-90  x 


3.  TAXATION)  wf'TjSR  AND  SEWAGE  DISPOSAL.  Sens.  Aiken  and  Eastland,  wyCh  a  number  of 
cosponsors,  shtxnitted  an  amendment  wliich  they  intend  to  proposefto  H.  R •  2767 
(a  tax  bill)  "whiuh  will  provide  a  most  urgent  source  cf  fupding  to  rural 
municipalities  to^^tablish  water  and  sewage  disposal  systems."  p.  S11910 


U.  INTERGOVERNi  ED  TAD  RELATTS^S.  Sen.  Scott  spoke  in  support  of  S.  698,  the  inter¬ 
governmental  relations  pp.  S11935-6 


5.  BREAD)  RESEARCH,  Sen.  McIntyreNtescribed  the  xew  Booras  process  for  baking  bread 
which,  he  said,  will  reduce  its  ptdce.  pp,/E119li5-6 


6.  ALASKA,  Sen.  Gruening  reported  on  "prVress"  of  Alaska  under  statehood,  dd. 
S119U6-50 


7.  POPULATION.  Sen.  Tydings  inserted  a  speech  bjNRobert  S.  McNamara  on  the  popula¬ 
tion  problem  in  developing  nations,  pp.  S12039^2 


pH  ORCKMENT .  Concurpdd  in  the  House  amendment  toNs*.  9k5f  to  abolish  the 
01  j  ice  of  IJ.  S.  Commissioner  and  to  estaolish  in  its  piace  the  office  of  U.  S, 

Magistrate  in  the  iduicial  branch.  This  bill  will  now  be^'sent  to  the  President, 
pp.  S12032 -8 


HOUSE 


9e  APPROPRIATIONS.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  18037,  the  L^bpr-HEW 
appropriation  bill,  and  acted  upon  amendments  which  had  been  reported  inNii 
agreement  (pp.  H9U27-50)„  Agreed  to,  166-110,  a  modified  amendment  regard: 
O?1  thudding  of  euucation  funds,  which  deletes  the  references  to  the  school 
lunch  program  and  the  national  forests  (pp.  H9l4*8-50).  Agreed  to,  200-1R5,  a 

no?^t^reSt°re  education  funds  federally  impacted  areas 
IPP.  H9U35-7.  H9S03-U). 


Received  from  the  President  various  supplement  appropriation  estimates, 

including  the  following  items  for  this  Denartment:  (p.  H9509). 

Consumer  and  Marketing  Service: 

To  provide  additional  funds  authorized  under  recently 

enacted  legislation  amending  the  Food  Stamp  Act . $90,000  000 

To  finance  additional  costs  cf  the  Wholesome  Poultrv 

Product  Act  of  1968 .  2  00Q  00Q 

Farmers  Home  Administration:  ******  9  9 

To  proviite  housing  in  rural  areas  for  rural  trainees  and 
their  families  under  Section  522  of  Title  V  of  the 

Housing  Act  of  I9I4.9,  as  amended . .  1  cron  non 

For  grants  to  finance  technical  assistance  to  low  income . 

individuals  and  their  families  in  carrying  out  mutual  or 
self-help  housing  efforts . . . . .  2,700,000 


-  .3.  - 


To  establish  a  revolving  fund  for  loans  for  acquisition 

and  development  of  building  sites .  1,000,000 

Salaries  and  administrative  expenses: 

For  carrying  out  the  above  and  additional  authorities 

under  recent  National  Housing  Act  amendments .  955*  XO 

For  technical  assistance  in  carrying  out  planning  efforts 
in  non-metropolitan  areas  in  conjunction  with  the 

Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development .  370,000 

Extension  Service 

To  provide  extension  service  to  the  District  of  Columbia...,  150,000 
Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service: 

For  indemnity  payments  to  dairy  farmers. . . . . .  300, OX 

COMMITTEE  ASSIGNMENTS.  Rep.  Harrison  resigned  from  the  Appropriations  Committee, 
and  Rep.  Ifyatt  was  transferred  from  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  /' 
^^the  Appropriations  Committee,  p.  H9U57 

11.  SDUCMSXN.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  18366,  to  amend  the  Voca¬ 

tional  Education  Act  of  1963  (op*  H9U58-66).  This  bill  will  now  be  seht  to 
the  President.  / 

12.  PERSONNEL.  Ti^e  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reported  without  amend¬ 

ment  S.  1190 ,X<o  amend  title  5*  United  States  Code,  to  provide  fdr  the  in¬ 
clusion  of  certain  periods  of  reemployment  of  annuitants  for  the  purpose  of 
computing  annuitieXof  surviving  spouses  (H.  Kept.  19UU).  xp.  H9510 

The  Post  Office  arid  Civil  Service  Committee  reported  without  amendment, 

S.  1507,  to  include  firelighters  within  the  provisions/6f  section  8336(  ~>f 

title  5,  United  States  Cohe,  relating  to  the  retirement  of  Government  enp^.yees 
engaged  in  certain  hazardou^\occupations  (H.  Reptr  19h5)*  P*  H9510 

13.  POLLUTION.  Agreed  to  Rep.  Blatnifels  request  thht  the  Public  Works  Committee 

have  until  midnight  Thurs.,  Oct.  3*\to  filq/a  report  on  S.  3206,  to  amend  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  relating  to  the  construction  of  waste 
\  treatment  works,  and  tc  the  conduct  of/fo^ter  pollution  control  research. 

)  p.  H9U23 

Rep.  Saylor  said  he  had  written/to  the  Office  of  Coal  Research  asking  that 
they  look  into  a  new  process  to/reduce  the  iroX content  of  mine  drainage,  p< 
H9502 

llw  HOUSING.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  with  amendment'X.  Res.  130U,  concerning 
investigation  and  study  3f  housing,  and  new  town  and  cchsnunity  development  and 
government  financial/institutions  and  central  banks  (H.  Rhp^t.  19h8).  '  p.  H9510 

15.  TARIFF;  WOOL.  Rpdeived  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  653*  to  Xqiend  the  tariff 
schedules  witjx  respect  to  the  rate  of  duty  on  certain  nonmalleabXt  iron  castings 
and  certain/woolen  fabrics  (H.  Rept.  19U9)*  pp*  H950U-5 


16.  RENEGOTIATION;  COFFEE  .IMPORTS.  Received  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  'KH2U,  to 
extepd  and  amend  the  Renegotiation  Act  of  1951*  which  provides  authority  ror 
implementation  of  the  International  Coffee  Agreement,  1968  (H.  Rept.  1951)* 
H9506-8 


X 
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17.  OLto  AMERICANS*  Passed  with  amendments  H*  R.  197U7,  to  strengthen  and  impr//e 
*  the\01der  Americans  Act  of  1965.  Rep.  Perkins  stated  "it  will  improve  the 
’.pl^rming,  coordination,  and  evaluation  cf  State  programs  by  increasing  tj/e 
ambum\ available  fcr  the  cost  of  administering  State  plans,  pp.  H9U51* 


18.  HEALTH.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  10790,  to  amend  the  Public/Health 
Service  Act  to  provide  for  the  protection  of  the  public  health  frorj/ radiation 
emissions  fispm  electronic  products.  Senate  conferees  have  not  be/m  appointed, 
p.  H9U66 


19.  WHEAT*  A  subcommittee  of  the  Agriculture  Committee  approved  for  full  committee 
consideration  H.\.  10591,  to  permit  the  administrative  adjustment  of  certain 
wheat  acreage  allotment  reductions  resulting  from  action  t/ucen  by  farmers  prior 
to  1965  in  good  faiuh  reliance  upon  representations  or  advice  of  authorized 
representatives  of  th^  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  p*  D8j?8 


RURAL-URBAN  BALANCE.  The\Public  Works  Committee  vot ej£  to-  report  (but  did  not 
actually  report)  H.  R.  18896,  amended,  to  provide  that  Congress  determine 
whether  or  not  a  program  or\public  works  within  splaller  urban  places  may  help 
solve  the  economic  and  sociaL  problems  of  the  Nation  by  reducing  or  reversing 
the  trend  toward  migration  to\arge  metropolit/tn  areas.'  p.  D899 


( 


21.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Hep.  Chamberlain  Criticized  Vhe  "administration's  indifference 
and  failure  to  use  all  the  diplomatic,  economic,  and  legal  resources  at  its 
command  to  increase  pressure  on  theN^nemy^s  seaborne  sources  of  supply*" 
p.  H9U92 

Rep.  Buchanan  expressed  regret  thab*the  current  Congress  has  not  acted  to 
establish  procedures  to  relieve  dome/^tic^Nindustries  and  workers  injured  by 
increased  imports  from  low -wage  areas,  pp*  H9U90-1 


22.  FOCD  STAMPS.  Rep.  Sullivan  expressed  regret  for  the  dollar  limitations  on  the 
appropriations  which  could  be  made  for  the  food  stamp  program  this  year  and 
called  fcr  support  for  the  fo/exi  stamp  item  wher\the  supplemental  appropriate  on 
bill  is  considered,  pp.  H9^5“7 


23.  TRANSPORTATION.  Rep.  Schetfngel  inserted  an  article 
legislation  to  increase/the  weight  and  width  limits 
the  highways •  pp.  H 9Um-5 


upraising  the  proposed 
trucks  traveling  on 


2U.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM y'  Agreed  to  Rep.  Mahon's  request  to  consider  the  supplemental 
appropriation  "on /any  day  next  week  after  Monday"  (pp.  H9R57-8).  Rep.  Mahon 
indicated  that  t pe  leadership  will  propose  a  provision  in  tifis  bill  to  exempt 
CCC  from  the  limitations  of  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act,  and  he  and 
others  discussed  this  matter  (pp.  H9U57-8).  Rep.  Hall  said,  "M,  is  general 
knowledge  around  the  floor  of  the  House  that  we  have  only  two  more  working  days 
so  far  as  we  can  see  before  we  adjourn  sine  die"  (p.  H9U57).  RepV  Albert 
announced/next  v/eek's  program  including  the  following:  Mon. — Consent  Calendar, 
Federal  /nilk  marketing  order  amendments,  control  of  noxious  weeds,  retirement 
lor  1 i^efighters,  etc.  Also  during  the  week — supplemental  appropriation  bill, 
pine-gum  price  supports,  D.C.  food  services,  etc.  (pp.  H9U66-7 ) .  Rep.\lbert 
Sa^A  ” ^  as  ^ie  k°Pe  0^"  leadership  on  this  side,  and  of  course  we  ai^e 
sufelject  to  the  action  of  the  other  body ,  that  we  will  adjourn  sine  die  neu 
week  as  early  as  possible"  (p.  H9U67), 


90th  Congress  }  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  j  Document 
2d  Session  |  \  No.  393 


SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATIONS,  FISCAL  YEAR  1969 


COMMUNICATION 


FROM 

THE  PRESIDENT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

TRANSMITTING 

PROPOSED  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATIONS  AND  OTHER 
PROVISIONS  FOR  THE  FISCAL  YEAR  1969 


October  3,  1968. — Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  and 

ordered  to  be  printed 


The  White  House, 
Washington,  October  3,  1968. 
The  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 


Sir:  I  have  the  honor  to  transmit  herewith  for  the  consideration  of 
the  Congress  proposed  supplemental  appropriations  and  other  pro¬ 
visions  for  the  fiscal  year  1969  in  the  amounts  of  $259,327,907  in 
budget  authority  and  $266,866,900  in  proposals  not  increasing  budget 
authority. 

The  proposed  new  budget  authority  includes  $256,967,696  for  the 
Executive  branch,  of  which  $193,785,000 — three-quarters  of  the  total — 
is  for  programs  under  new  legislation  recently  approved  by  the 
Congress.  More  than  70  percent  of  the  remaining  $63,182,696  is  for 
the  mandatory  payment  of  claims,  judgments,  and  other  unavoidable 
obligations  of  the  United  States. 

The  detaHs  of  the  proposed  appropriations  and  other  provisions, 
the  necessity  therefor,  and  the  reasons  for  their  submission  at  this 
time  are  set  forth  in  the  attached  letter  from  the  Director  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget,  with  whose  comments  and  observations  thereon 
I  concur. 

Respectfully  yours, 


Lyndon  B.  Johnson. 
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Executive  Office  of  the  President, 

Bureau  of  the  Budget, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  President, 

The  White  House. 

Sir:  I  have  the  honor  to  submit  for  your  consideration  proposed 
supplemental  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year  1969  in  the  following 
amounts: 


Proposals  not 
Budget  increasing 

authority  budget 

authority 


Legislative  branch _ _  $372,  211 

The  Judiciary _  1,  988,  000 

Executive  branch: 

Budget  authority _  256,  967,  696 


Liquidation  of  contract  authorizations _ 

Increases  in  expense  limitations _ 

Other  limitations  (college  housing,  and  home- 

ownership  and  rental  housing  assistance) _ 

Reprogramming _ 

Transfers  between  appropriations _ 


$85,  000,  000 

5,  847,  000 

157,  500,  000^ 

6,  000,  000  > 
875,  000 


Total _ 

District  of  Columbia  funds 


259,  327,  907 


255,  222,  000 
11,  644,  900 


Of  the  $256,967,696  requested  for  the  Executive  branch,  $193,- 
785,000,  or  three-quarters  of  the  total,  is  for  programs  under  legisla¬ 
tion  recently  enacted  or  pending  enactment  in  the  Congress.  This 
includes : 

— $90,000,000  for  the  expansion  and  improvement  of  the  food 
stamp  program; 

—$56,195,000  for  programs  authorized  by  the  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  Act  of  1968,  approved  August  1,  1968,  including 
$46,420,000  for  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment,  $9,525,000  for  rural  housing  programs  under  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  and  $250,000  to  establish  the  National 
Homeownership  Foundation.  These  requests  will  make  a  signifi¬ 
cant  contribution  to  attaining  your  ten-year  housing  goal, 
through  loans  and  grants  to  nonprofit  housing  sponsors,  pay¬ 
ments  to  make  sure  that  lower  income  families  can  afford  suitable 
housing,  counselling  services,  and  other  measures; 

— $8,300,000  for  civil  rights  enforcement  efforts,  including  $8,000,000 
for  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  to  carry 
out  responsibilities  under  the  sections  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of 
1968  relating  to  the  prevention  and  elimination  of  discriminatory 
housing  practices.  These  funds  are  needed  now  to  help  assure 
that  all  Americans  may  enjoy  their  rights  under  the  law. 
$22,775,000  to  finance  programs  of  crime  prevention  and  control, 
including  $19,200,000  to  assist  State  and  local  agencies  in  the 
prevention  and  control  of  juvenile  delinquency,  $2,000,000  for 
technical  assistance  to  State  and  local  governments  to  improve 
their  correctional  systems,  and  $1,575,000  for  the  Treasury 
Department  to  discharge  new  responsibilities  for  the  control  of 
firearms; 
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— $7,790,000  for  programs  to  protect  natural  resources,  including 
$7,290,000  to  establish  and  maintain  the  Redwood  National  Park; 

— $5,000,000  to  match  private  gifts  and  donations  to  the  newly 
established  Eisenhower  College  in  Seneca  Falls,  New  York;  and 

— $3,275,000  to  finance  consumer  protection  programs,  including 
$2,000,000  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  administer  new 
responsibilities  under  the  Wholesome  Poultry  Products  Act  of 
1968. 

The  remainder,  $63,182,696,  includes: 

— $35,238,696  to  pay  mandatory  claims  and  judgments  rendered 
against  the  United  States; 

— $10,030,000  to  pay  certain  unavoidable  obligations  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government,  including  $4,200,000  to  cover  increased  pay 
costs  of  air  traffic  controllers,  $2,550,000  to  satisfy  judgments 
arising  from  the  acquisition  of  land  at  Cape  Hatteras  National 
Seashore,  and  $2,700,000  to  pay  for  completed  work  on  the 
Morrow  Point  Dam  and  Power  Plant  in  Colorado; 

— $8,562,000  for  Federal  loans  to  the  District  of  Columbia  for  the 
rapid  rail  transit  program,  urban  renewal,  and  increased  costs  of 
I  school  projects; 

— $4,238,000  to  provide  sanitation  systems  and  facilities  for  housing 
for  American  Indians; 

— $2,000,000  for  the  Department  of  Justice,  to  meet  an  unexpected 
increase  in  the  number  of  Federal  prisoners  confined,  in  non- 
Federal  detention  facilities; 

— $1,878,000  for  the  Treasury  Department  to  meet  expenses  for 
disbursing  operations  in  conjunction  with  certain  Veterans  Ad¬ 
ministration  activities;  and 

— $750,000  for  the  Department  of  Commerce  to  expand  its  role  in 
the  regulation  of  American  capital  invested  abroad. 

The  requests  for  the  Executive  branch  also  include  a  number  of 
proposals  not  involving  budget  authority.  These  include: 

— $85,000,000  in  appropriations  to  liquidate  contract  authorizations 
for  the  Department  of  the  Interior  to  pay  for  land  for  the  Red¬ 
wood  National  Park; 

— $6,000,000  in  proposed  reprogramming  of  funds  of  the  General 
Services  Administration  to  construct  the  substructure  of  a  new 
Courthouse  and  Federal  Office  Building  in  Philadelphia,  Pennsyl- 
k  vania;  and 

*  — $5,700,000  in  increased  expense  limitations  of  the  Federal  Housing 

Administration  to  meet  the  costs  of  administering  new  housing 
programs. 

Proposals  related  to  the  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of 
1968  include  authority  for  assistance  payments  of  $150,000,000  for 
homeownership  and  rental  housing  by  low  and  moderate  income 
families,  and  $7,500,000  for  a  new  program  of  interest  reduction  grants 
for  college  housing. 

In  addition,  $11,644,900  in  District  of  Columbia  funds  is  requested, 
including  $8,467,000  for  school  construction  costs,  new  community 
facilities,  neighborhood  centers,  and  a  second  facility  for  the  treatment 
of  alcoholics,  and  $3,150,000  for  the  initial  portion  of  the  District’s 
share  of  the  rapid  rail  transit  system. 

This  submission  also  asks  that  the  Congress  give  further  considera¬ 
tion  to  certain  appropriation  requests  transmitted  earlier.  These  are: 


— $10,752,000  for  tlie  Department  of  the  Interior  for  an  expanded 
program  of  Indian  adult  vocational  training  and  for  scholarship 
aid  to  Indian  college  students; 

— $600,000  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  safeguard  and 
regulate  commodity  markets  under  Public  Law  90-258  of  Febru¬ 
ary  19,  1968;  and 

— $350,000  for  the  Council  of  Economic  Advisers  for  the  expenses 
of  the  Cabinet  Committee  on  Price  Stability. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  carefully  reviewed  all  the  proposals 
for  appropriations  and  other  provisions  contained  in  this  document. 
The  additional  funds  requested  will  not  cause  any  of  the  limitations 
in  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1968  to  be  exceeded. 
Amounts  requested  were  included  within  the  totals  of  the  Summer 
Review  of  the  1969  budget  issued  on  September  9,  1968. 

I  recommend  that  these  requests  be  transmitted  to  the  Congress. 

Respectfully  yours, 


Charles  J.  Zwick,  Director. 


ITEMS  INCLUDED  IN  THE  CONSOLIDATED  SUBMISSION 
OF  PROPOSED  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATIONS 


Proposed  budget  Other  proposals 
authority 


Legislative  Branch: 

House  of  Representatives: 

Contingent  expenses  of  the  House:  Re¬ 
porting  hearings _  $145,  000 

Joint  items: 

Joint  Committee  on  Defense  Production..  8,  630 

Education  of  pages _  18,  581 

Library  of  Congress:  Salaries  and  expenses _  200,  000 

The  Judiciary: 

Courts  of  appeal,  district  courts,  and  other 
judicial  services: 

Salaries  of  judges _  230,  000 

Salaries  of  supporting  personnel _  1,  062,  000 

Travel  and  miscellaneous  expenses _  630,  000 

Administrative  office  of  the  United  States 

courts _  66,  000 

Department  of  Agriculture: 

Extension  Service:  Cooperative  extension 
work,  payments  and  expenses:  Payments  to 

States  and  Puerto  Rico _  150,  000 

Consumer  and  Marketing  Service: 

Consumer  protective,  marketing,  and  regu¬ 
latory  programs _ i _  2,  000,  000 

Food  stamp  program _  90,  000,  000 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 
Service:  Indemnity  payments  to  dairy 

farmers _  300,  000 

Farmers  Home  Administration: 

Salaries  and  expenses _ : _  1,  325,  000 

Self-help  housing  land  development  fund _  1,  000,  000 

Mutual  and  self-help  housing _  2,  700,  000 

Housing  for  rural  trainees _  4,  500,  000 


Department  of  Commerce: 

Environmental  Science  Services  Administra¬ 
tion:  Salaries  and  expenses _ 

Maritime  Administration:  State  marine 

schools _ 

Foreign  direct  investment  control:  Salaries 


and  expenses _  750,  000 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare: 

Public  Health  Service:  Health  services:  Con¬ 
struction  of  Indian  health  facilities _  4,  238,  000 

Social  and  Rehabilitation  Service:  Juvenile 

delinquency  prevention  and  control _  19,  200,  000 


(5) 


$147,  000 
210,  000 
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ITEMS  INCLUDED  IN  THE  CONSOLIDATED  SUBMISSION 
OF  PROPOSED  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATIONS— Con. 


Proposed  budget  Other  proposals 
authority 


Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment: 

Renewal  and  housing  assistance: 

Salaries  and  expenses _  $1,  250,  000 

Grants  for  tenant  services _  15,  000,  000 

College  housing _ _ _ 

Metropolitan  development: 

Planned  areawide  development _  5,  000,  000 

Salaries  and  expenses _  670,  000 

Mortgage  credit:  Federal  Housing  Adminis¬ 
tration: 

Salaries  and  expenses _  6,  500,  000 

Homeowncrship  and  rental  housing  assis¬ 
tance _ 11,  500,  000 

Low  and  moderate  income  sponsor  fund _  5,  000,  000 

Limitation  on  administrative  and  nonad- 
ministrative  expenses,  Federal  Housing 

Administration _  _ 

Federal  insurance  programs:  Flood  insurance.  1,  500,  000 
Departmental  management:  Fair  housing  pro¬ 
gram _  8,  000,  000 

Special  institution:  National  Homeowncrship 

Foundation _  250,  000 

Department  of  the  Interior: 

Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation:  Land  and 

water  conservation _  9,  550,  000 

National  Park  Service: 

Management  and  protection _  196,  000 

Maintenance  and  rehabilitation  of  physical 

facilities _  94,  000 

Bureau  of  Reclamation:  Upper  Colorado 

River  storage  project _  2,  700,  000 

Department  of  Justice: 

Legal  activities  and  general  administration : 

Salaries  and  expenses,  general  administra¬ 
tion -  136, 000 

Salaries  and  expenses,  general  legal  activities.  300,  000 

Federal  prison  system: 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Prisons _  2,  000,  000 

Support  of  United  States  prisoners _  2,  000,  000 

Department  of  Transportation: 

Office  of  the  Secretary:  Salaries  and  expenses.  500,  000 

Federal  Aviation  Administration:  Operations.  4,  200,  000 

Federal  Railroad  Administration:  Alaska  Rail¬ 
road  revolving  fund:  Payment  to  the  Alaska 

Railroad  revolving  fund _  580,  000 

Urban  Mass  Transportation  Administration: 


Treasury  Department: 

Bureau  of  Accounts: 

Salaries  and  expenses _  1,  878,  000 

Eisenhower  College  grants _  5,  000,  000 

Internal  Revenue  Service:  Compliance _  1,  575,  000 

Claims  and  judgments  (See  page  23) _  35,  238,  696 


$7,  500,  000 


150,  000,  000 


5,  700,  000 


85,  000,  000 


665,  000 
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ITEMS  INCLUDED  IN  THE  CONSOLIDATED  SUBMISSION 
OF  PROPOSED  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATIONS— Con. 


Proposed  budget  Other  proposals 
authority 


General  Services  Administration: 

Real  property  activities:  Construction,  public 

buildings  projects _  _ 

District  of  Columbia: 

Federal  funds:  Loans  to  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia  for  capital  outlay _  $8,  562,  000 

District  of  Columbia  funds: 

Operating  expenses: 

General  operating  expenses _  _ 

Settlement  of  claims  and  suits _  _ 

Capital  outlay:  Capital  outlay _  _ 

Federal  Trade  Commission: 


Salaries  and  expenses _  400,  000 

Securities  and  Exchange  Commission: 

Salaries  and  expenses _  200,  000 

Temporary  Study  Commissions: 

Commission  on  Revision  of  the  Criminal  Laws 
of  the  District  of  Columbia:  Salaries  and 

expenses _  150,  000 

National  Commission  on  Consumer  Finance: 

Salaries  and  expenses _  375,  000 

National  Water  Commission:  Salaries  and 

expenses _  500,  000 


$6,  000,  000 


367,  000 
27,  900 
11,  250,  000 


Total 


259,  327,  907  266,  866,  900 
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DETAIL  OF  PROPOSED  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1969,  AND  FOR  OTHER  PURPOSES 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United 
States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  following  sums  are 
appropriated  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appro¬ 
priated,  to  supply  supplemental  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes,  namely: 

LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH 

House  of  Representatives 

CONTINGENT  EXPENSES  OF  THE  HOUSE 
Reporting  Hearings 
For  “Reporting  hearings”,  $145,000. 

JOINT  ITEMS 

Joint  Committee  on  Defense  Production 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Joint  Committee  on  Defense 
Production”,  $8,630. 

Education  of  Pages 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Education  of  pages”,  $18,581. 
Library  of  Congress 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $200,000. 

As  provided  by  statute,  proposed  supplemental  appropriations  for 
the  legislative  branch  are  submitted  without  change. 

THE  JUDICIARY 

Courts  of  Appeal,  District  Courts,  and  Other  Judicial 

Services 

salaries  of  judges 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  of  judges”,  $230,000. 

SALARIES  OF  SUPPORTING  PERSONNEL 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  of  supporting  personnel”, 
$1,062,000. 

TRAVEL  AND  MISCELLANEOUS  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Travel  and  miscellaneous  ex¬ 
penses”,  $630,000. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  COURTS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Administrative  Office  of  the  United 
States  Courts”,  $66,000. 

As  provided  by  statute,  these  supplemental  appropriation  requests 
for  the  Judiciary  are  submitted  without  change. 

(9) 


H.  Doc.  393,  90-2 
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EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 
Council  of  Economic  Advisers 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

Further  consideration  is  requested  of  the  $350,000  estimate  for  the 
Council  of  Economic  Advisers,  set  forth  in  Senate  Document  No.  80 
(page  3)  of  May  24,  1968.  This  request  would  provide  for  expenses  of 
the  Cabinet  Committee  on  Price  Stability. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
Extension  Service 

COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 

Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Payments  to  States  and  Puerto 
Rico”,  for  payments  for  extension  work  under  section  109  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  Public  Education  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act 
of  June  20,  1968  ( Public  Law  90-364),  $150,000. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  $144,000  ' 
for  payment  to  the  Federal  City  College  and  $6,000  for  the  Federal 
Extension  Service.  The  request  would  fund  programs  of  training  in 
home  counseling,  nutrition  habits,  youth  development,  and  other 
programs  to  strengthen  family  units  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  as 
authorized  by  Public  Law  90-354,  approved  June  20,  1968. 

Consumer  and  Marketing  Service 

CONSUMER  PROTECTIVE,  MARKETING,  AND  REGULATORY  PROGRAMS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Consumer  protective,  marketing, 
and  regulatory  programs”,  $2,000,000. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  for  the 
administration  of  the  Wholesome  Poultry  Products  Act,  Public  Law 
90-492,  approved  August  18,  1968.  The  Act  provides  authority  for 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  enter  into  cooperative  agreements 
with  State  governments  to  provide  technical  and  financial  assistance 
to  improve  the  quality  of  State  inspection  programs. 

FOOD  STAMP  PROGRAM 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Food  stamp  program”,  $90,000,000.  " 

The  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  for  extend¬ 
ing  the  program  under  recently  enacted  legislation.  The  funds  will  be 
used  to  expand  the  program  and  to  correct  deficiencies  in  the  benefits 
available  under  the  program. 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

Further  consideration  is  requested  of  the  $600,000  estimate  for  the 
Commodity  Exchange  Authority,  set  forth  in  House  Document  No.  318 
(page  3)  of  May  22,  1968.  This  proposed  appropriation  would  provide 
lor  additional  regulation  of  commodity  markets  assigned  to  the 
Authority  by  Public  Law  90-258,  approved  February  19,  1968. 
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Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service 

INDEMNITY  PAYMENTS  TO  DAIRY  FARMERS 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of 
August  IS,  1968  ( Public  Law  90-484),  $300,000:  Provided,  That 
none  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  Act  shall  be  used  to  make  indemnity 
payments  to  any  farmer  whose  milk  was  removed  from  commercial 
markets  as  a  result  of  his  failure  to  follow  the  procedures  prescribed 
by  the  Federal  Government  for  the  use  of  the  offending  chemical. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  f  for 
indemnity  payments  to  farmers  whose  milk  is  ordered  to  be  removed 
from  commercial  markets  for  containing  residues  of  chemicals  regis¬ 
tered  and  approved  for  use  by  the  Federal  Government.  Payments  will 
be  limited  to  those  cases  where  the  chemicals  were  used  in  an  approved 
manner. 

Farmers  Home  Administration 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  including 
necessary  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided,  for  carrying  out  the  respon¬ 
sibilities  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  under  sections  235  and  236  of 
the  National  Housing  Act,  and  section  701  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1954, 
as  amended  by  sections  101(a),  201(a),  and  601,  respectively,  of  the 
Act  of  August  1,  1968  (Public  Law  90-448),  $1,325,000. 

This  request  would  provide  for  additional  staff  required  to  ad¬ 
minister  the  new  programs  authorized  by  the  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  Act  of  196S,  approved  August  1,  1968,  which  are  as¬ 
signed  directly  or  through  delegation  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 
The  funds  would  also  cover  the  administrative  expenses  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  in  carrying  out  its  responsibility  of  provid¬ 
ing  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  with 
technical  assistance  in  the  establishment  of  nonmetropolitan  districts 
and  comprehensive  planning. 

SELF-HELP  HOUSING  LAND  DEVELOPMENT  FUND 

For  direct  loans  pursuant  to  section  523(b)(1)(B)  of  the  Housing 
Act  of  1949  (42  U.S.C.  1471-1490)  and  related  advances,  $1,000,000, 
to  remain  available  until  expended. 

This  proposed  appropriation  would  provide  for  a  revolving  fund 
from  which  loans  to  public  or  private  nonprofit  organizations  would 
|be  made  for  acquiring  and  developing  land  as  building  sites  to  be 
subdivided  and  sold  to  eligible  applicants  for  mutual  and  self-help 
housing  projects.  This  program  was  authorized  by  the  Housing  and 
Urban  Development  Act  of  1968.  The  request  would  permit  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  approximately  840  building  sites. 

MUTUAL  AND  SELF-HELP  HOUSING 

For  grants  pursuant  to  section  523(b)  (1)  (A)  of  the  Housing  Ad  of 
1949  (42  U.S.C.  1471-1490),  $2,700,000,  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 

This  proposed  appropriation  would  provide  funds  to'  public  or 
private  nonprofit  organizations  to  assist  in  financing  the  costs  of 
developing  and  administering  effective  and  comprehensive  programs 
of  technical  and  supervisory  assistance.  The  amount  requested  will  aid 
2,500  low-income  families  in  carrying  out  mutual  or  self-help  housing 
efforts.  This  program  was  authorized  by  the  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  Act  of  1968. 
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HOUSING  FOR  RURAL  TRAINEES 

For  financial  assistance  for  housing  for  rural  trainees,  pursuant  to 
section  522  of  Title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1.949  ( 4 2  U.S.C.  1471- 
1490),  $4,500,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  housing 
and  related  facilities  at  training  centers  designed  to  improve  the 
employment  capability  of  rural  trainees.  The  housing  will  be  provided 
for  the  trainees  and  their  families  at  those  training  centers  where 
housing  is  not  otherwise  available.  This  program  was  authorized  by 
the  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of  1968. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 
Environmental  Science  Services  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

In  addition  to  the  amount  made  available  in  the  appropriation  under 
this  head  in  the  Departments  of  State,  Justice,  and  Commerce,  the 
Judiciary,  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriation  Act  of  1969,  for 
retirement  pay  of  commissioned  officers  and  payments  under  the 
Retired  Serviceman’s  Family  Protection  Plan,  $147,000  shall  be 
available  in  that  appropriation  for  such  expenses. 

£  This  proposed  language  will  increase  the  amount  available  for 
retirement  pay  of  commissioned  officers  and  payments  under  the 
Retired  Serviceman’s  Family  Protection  Plan  by  $147,000.  The 
proposed  increase  will  cover  a  3.9%  rise  in  retirement  pay  under 
Public  Law  90-207,  approved  December  16,  1967,  and  an  unan¬ 
ticipated  increase  in  the  number  of  retirees. 

Maritime  Administration 

STATE  MARINE  SCHOOLS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “State  marine  schools”,  for  liquida¬ 
tion  of  obligations  incurred  for  payment  of  allowances  for  uniforms, 
textbooks  and  subsistence  of  cadets  at  State  marine  schools,  to 
remain  available  until  expended,  $210,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer 
from,  the  amounts  for  administrative  and  warehouse  expenses  in  the 
appropriation  for  “Ship  construction” . 

This  proposed  provision  is  needed  for  payment  of  allowances  to 
cadets  in  State  marine  schools  and  is  caused  by  unanticipated  increases 
in  enrollment. 

Foreign  Direct  Investment  Control 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $750,000. 

The  proposed  supplemental  will  provide  additional  funds  for  the 
maintenance  of  mandatory  controls  on  foreign  direct  investments. 
This  program  was  established  on  January  1,  1968,  by  Executive 
Order  11387  as  part  of  the  Administration’s  efforts  to  reduce  the 
balance  of  payments  deficit.  The  workload  is  higher  than  anticipated 
and  includes  (a)  review  of  mandatory  reports,  (b)  answers  to  inquiries 
from  businesses  as  to  then1  obligations  under  the  program,  (c)  action 
on  requests  for  authorizations  and  exemptions,  and  (d)  enforcement 
of  the  rules  and  regulations  on  foreign  direct  investment. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  WELFARE 
Public  Health  Service 

HEALTH  SERVICES  , 

Construction  of  Indian  Health  Facilities 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Construction  of  Indian  health 
facilities”,  $4,238,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

This  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  water  and  sewage 
facilities  for  new  housing  or  in  conjunction  with  improvements  to 
existing  housing  under  programs  of  the  Department  of  Housing  and 
Urban  Development  and  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

Social  and  Rehabilitation  Service 

JUVENILE  DELINQUENCY  PREVENTION  AND  CONTROL 

For  carrying  out  the  purposes  of  the  Juvenile  Delinquency  Prevention 
and,  Control  Act  of  1968,  $ 19,200,000 . 

This  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  funds  to  assist 
State  and  local  agencies  to  plan,  develop,  and  operate  comprehensive 
programs  for  the  prevention  of  juvenile  delinquency,  and  for  the 
rehabilitation  of  juvenile  delinquents.  Authority  for  this  program 
is  provided  by  the  Juvenile  Delinquency  Prevention  and  Control  Act 
of  1968,  Public  Law  90-445,  approved  July  31,  1968. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT 

Renewal  and  Housing  Assistance 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $1,2.50,000. 

These  proposed  funds  will  provide  for  necessary  administrative 
expenses  of  programs  of  renewal  and  housing  assistance,  in  carrying 
out  new  functions  authorized  by  Public  Law  90-448,  approved 
August  1,  1968,  including  the  Neighborhood  Development  Program 
within  the  Urban  Renewal  Program. 

GRANTS  FOR  TENANT  SERVICES 

For  contracts  for  grants  and  for  grants  to  public  housing  agencies  for 
tenant  services,  as  authorized  by  section  20  4  of  the  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  Act  of  1968  (82  Stat.  503),  $15,000,000,  to  remain  available 
until  expended. 

This  fund  will  be  used  for  grants  to  local  housing  authorities  to 
enable  them  to  upgrade  their  management  activities  to  provide 
needed  services  to  public  housing  tenants.  Services  will  include 
counseling  and  referral  activities  related  to  education,  job  opportunities, 
housekeeping,  money  management,  and  child  care.  The  program  was 
authorized  by  Public  Law  90-448,  approved  August  1,  1968. 

COLLEGE  HOUSING 

The  total  payments  that  may  be  required  in  any  fiscal  year  by  all 
contracts  for  annual  grants  with  educational  institutions  entered  into 
pursuant  to  section  Ifil  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1950,  as  amended 
{82  Stat.  604),  shall  not  exceed  $7,500,000. 

This  proposed  language  will  permit  initiation  of  a  new  program  of 
annual  interest  reduction  grants  to  colleges.  This  new  program  is 
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designed  to  reduce  the  cost  of  borrowing  in  the  private  market  for 
-constructing  housing  and  related  facilities  for  college  students,  faculty, 
student  nurses,  and  interns.  Authorization  for  this  program  is  con¬ 
tained  in  Public  Law  90-448,  approved  August  1,  1968. 

Metropolitan  Development 

PLANNED  AREAWIDE  DEVELOPMENT 

For  grants  to  encourage  planned  areawide  development,  as  authorized 
by  Title  II  of  the  Demonstration  Cities  and  Metropolitan  Development 
Act  of  1966,  as  amended  ( 82  Slat.  531),  $5,000,000,  to  remain  available 
until  expended. 

This  appropriation  would  provide  supplementary  grants  to  State 
and  local  agencies  for  up  to  20  percent  of  the  cost  of  certain  federally- 
assisted  projects  within  metropolitan  or  other  midtijurisdictional 
areas,  when  development  throughout  the  area  is  being  carried  out  in 
accordance  with  areawide  comprehensive  planning  requirements. 
Authority  for  this  program  is  provided  by  Public  Law  90-448, 
approved  August  1,  1968. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $070,000. 

These  proposed  additional  funds  are  for  administrative  costs  of 
carrying  out  new  programs  of  metropolitan  development,  including 
supplemental  grants  for  planned  area  wide  development  and  guarantees 
for  financing  new  community  land  development  contained  in  Public 
Law  90-448,  approved  August  1,  1968. 

Mortgage  Credit 

FEDERAL  HOUSING  ADMINISTRATION 

Salaries  and  Expenses 

For  necessary  administrative  expenses  of  programs  of  mortgage 
credit,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  $6,500,000. 

This  proposed  appropriation  is  for  the  expenses  of  administering 
several  new  activities  authorized  in  Public  Law  90-448,  approved 
August  1,  1968,  including  homeownership  counseling  services,  as¬ 
sistance  to  nonprofit  sponsors  of  housing  for  low  and  moderate 
income  families  and  regulation  of  the  interstate  sale  of  land. 

Homeownership  and  Rental  Housing  Assistance 

For  homeownership  assistance  payments,  authorized  by  section  235, 
and  for  interest  reduction  payments  as  authorized  by  section  236  of  the 
National  Housing  Act,  as  amended  (82  Stat.  477  and  498),  $11,500,000: 
Provided,  That  the  total  payments  that  may  be  required  in  any  fiscal  year 
by  all  contracts  entered  into  under  section  235  shall  not  exceed 
$75,000,000  and  by  those  entered  into  under  section  236  shall  not  exceed 
$75,000,000. 

This  proposal  will  provide  for  assistance  payments  under  two  new 
programs  for  housing  for  low  and  moderate  income  families  authorized 
by  Public  Law  90-448,  approved  August  1,  1968.  It  woidd  permit  pay¬ 
ments  for  units  completed  and  occupied  during  the  fiscal  year  1969. 
The  proposed  language  would  also  limit  the  maximum  payments  for 
any  fiscal  year  for  homeownership  and  rental  housing  which  may  be 
required  by  contracts  entered  into  under  the  two  programs. 
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Low  and  Moderate  Income  Sponsor  Fund 

For  the  low  and  moderate  income  sponsor  fund,  authorized  by  section 
106  of  the  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of  1968  {82  Stat.  490), 
$5,000,000. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  is  for  initial  capital  for  a 
revolving  fund  from  which  interest-free  planning  loans  would  be  made 
to  nonprofit  sponsors  of  housing  for  low  and  moderate  income  families. 
This  fund  is  authorized  in  Public  Law  90-448,  approved  August  1, 
1968. 

Limitation  on  Administrative  and  Nonadministrative  Expenses, 

Federal  Housing  Administration 

In  addition  to  amounts  made  available  under  this  head  for  the 
current  fiscal  year,  not  to  exceed  $350,000  shall  be  available  for 
administrative  expenses  and  not  to  exceed  $5,350,000  shall  be 
available  for  nonadministrative  expenses. 

This  proposed  limitation  would  provide  for  the  costs  of  administer¬ 
ing  housing  programs,  authorized  by  Public  Law  90-448,  approved 
August  1,  1968,  including  the  homeownership  and  rental  housing 
assistance  programs. 


Federal  Insurance  Programs 

FLOOD  INSURANCE 

For  necessary  administrative  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  in 
carrying  out  the  National  Flood  Insurance  Act  of  1968  {82  Stat.  572), 
$1,500,000. 

This  proposal  will  provide  for  the  necessary  administrative  costs  of 
carrying  out  the  new  program  of  flood  insurance  authorized  by  Public 
Law  90-448,  approved  August  1,  1968,  including  direct  costs  of 
activities  carried  out  within  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  and  the  costs  of  studies  and  surveys  carried  out  by 
other  agencies. 

Departmental  Management 

FAIR  SOUSING  PROGRAM 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  the  functions  of  the  Secretary  of 
Housing  and  Urban  Development  under  the  provisions  of  Title  VIII  of 
the  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1968  {82  Stat.  81),  $8,000,000. 

This  proposed  appropriation  would  provide  funds  to  carry  out 
responsibilities  assigned  to  the  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  by  Title  VIII  of  Public  Law  90-2S4,  approved  April  11 , 
1968.  These  responsibilities  include:  (1)  carrying  out  educational 
activities  aimed  at  achieving  voluntary  compliance;  (2)  the  investi¬ 
gation  and  conciliation  of  complaints;  (3)  making  studies  and  is¬ 
suing  reports  concerning  the  nature  and  extent  of  discriminatory 
housing  practices;  and,  (4)  assisting  and  cooperating  with  Federal, 
State,  local  and  private  agencies  and  organizations  which  carry  on 
programs  to  prevent  or  eliminate  discriminatory  housing  practices. 
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Special  Institution 

NATIONAL  HOMEOWNERSHIP  FOUNDATION 

For  the  National  Homeoumership  Foundation,  established  by  section 
107  of  the  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of  1968  {82  Stat.  7,91), 

$250,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

The  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  is  to  provide  a  grant 
for  the  initial  expenses  of  organizing  the  National  Homeownership 
Foundation,  which  was  created  by  Public  Law  90-448,  approved 
August  1,  1968.  Under  the  law,  the  Foundation  is  not  a  Federal 
agency  or  instrumentality  and  all  functions,  powers,  and  duties, 
including  staffing,  are  vested  in  the  Board  of  Directors. 

GENERAL  PROVISION 

Sec.  201.  Subject  to  the  limitations  in  this  Act,  the  Secretary  of 
Housing  and  Urban  Development  is  authorized,  with  respect  to  any 
activity  authorized  by  the  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of  1968 
and  made  subject  thereby  to  the  provisions  of  the  Government  Corporation 
Control  Act,  as  amended,  to  make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits  . 

of  funds  and  borrowing  authority  available  for  such  activity  and  in  | 

accord  with  law,  and  to  make  such  contracts  and  commitments  without 
regard  to  fiscal  year  limitations  as  provided  by  section  104-  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  Corporation  Control  Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  applicable  provisions  of  the  Housing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1968  during  the  current  fiscal  year. 

This  language  provides  authority  for  operations  of  a  business  enter¬ 
prise  character  for  functions  authorized  by  the  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  Act  of  1968  and  made  subject  to  the  Government  Cor¬ 
poration  Control  Act.  Covered  by  this  authority  are  a  new  FHA 
insurance  fund  (the  Special  Bisk  Insurance  Fund),  and  the  new  pro¬ 
grams  of  guarantees  for  financing  new  community  land  development, 
national  insurance  development,  and  national  flood  insurance. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

EDUCATION  AND  WELFARE  SERVICES 

Further  consideration  is  requested  of  the  $10,752,000  estimate  for 
the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,  set  forth  in  House  Document  No.  318 
(page  5)  of  May  22,  1968.  The  appropriation  would  provide  for  ex-  ( 
panded  Indian  adult  vocational  training  programs  and  scholarship  aid 
for  Indian  college  students. 

Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation 

LAND  AND  WATER  CONSERVATION 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Land  and  water  conservation”  to 
carry  out  the  property  acquisition  provisions  of  the  Act  of  October  2, 

1968,  Public  Law  90-57,5  and  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  June  7,, 

1968  {82  Stat.  168),  to  be  derived  from  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation 
Fund  and  to  remain  available  until  expended,  $97,, 550, 000,  of  which 
not  to  exceed  $85,000,000  shall  be  for  liquidation  of  obligations  incurred 
pursuant  to  Section  8{b){l)  of  said  Act  of  October  2,  1968. 

For  a  repayable  advance  to  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund, 
as  authorized  by  Section  7,{b)  of  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation 
Fund  Act  of  1965,  as  amended  {16  U.S.C.  7,601-7),  $92,000,000,  to 
remain  available  until  expended. 
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This  language  would  provide:  (1)  not  to  exceed  $85,000,000  to 
liquidate  the  obligations  incurred  as  a  result  of  the  legislative  taking 
of  right,  title,  and  interest  in  certain  real  property  within  the  bound¬ 
aries  of  the  Redwood  National  Park,  California;  (2)  at  least  $7,000,000 
for  acquisition  of  private  real  property  in  the  park  not  affected  by 
the  legislative  taking  to  begin  immediately;  and  (3)  $2,550,000  for 
payment  of  deficiencies  in  judgment  in  land  acquisition  cases  for 
Cape  Hatteras  National  Seashore,  North  Carolina. 

National  Park  Service 

MANAGEMENT  AND  PROTECTION 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Management  and  protection’’, 
$196,000. 

Funds  are  requested  to  provide  for  management,  forestry  and  fire 
control  in  the  Redwood  National  Park  authorized  by  Public  Law 
90 - . 


MAINTENANCE  AND  REHABILITATION  OF  PHYSICAL  FACILITIES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Maintenance  and  rehabilitation  of 
physical  facilities”,  $94,000. 

Funds  are  requested  for  maintenance  of  existing  roads,  trails  and 
beaches  in  the  Redwood  National  Park  authorized  by  Public  Law 
90 - . 

Bureau  of  Reclamation 

UPPER  COLORADO  RIVER  STORAGE  PROJECT 

For  an  additional  amount  for  the  “Upper  Colorado  River  Storage 
Project”  for  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund,  $2, 700, 000, ^to 
remain  available  until  expended. 

This  proposed  supplemental  is  needed  to  settle  contracts  on  the 
Morrow  Point  Dam  and  Powerplant,  Curecanti  Unit,  in  Colorado. 
These  contracts,  which  have  been  under  negotiation  for  several  years, 
have  recently  been  agreed  to  and  payment  to  the  'contractor  should 
be  made  as  soon  as  possible. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 
Legal  Activities  and  General  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES,  GENERAL  ADMINISTRATION 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses,  general 
administration”,  $136,000. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  will  permit  continuation 
of  a  computer  project  within  the  Customs  Section  of  the  Civil  Divi¬ 
sion.  The  computer  operation  is  expected  to  double  ^annual  case 
disposition  within  the  Customs  Court. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES,  GENERAL  LEGAL  ACTIVITIES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses,  general 
legal  activities”,  $300,000. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  will  enable  the  Civil 
Rights  Division  to  meet  its  new  responsibilities  for  enforcing  the  fair 
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housing  and  the  civil  rights-related  criminal  law  provisions  of  the 
Civil  Rights  Act  of  1968,  Public  Law  90-284,  approved  April  11, 
1968. 

Federal  Prison  System 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES,  BUREAU  OF  PRISONS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of 
Prisons”,  including  assistance  to  State  and  local  governments  to  improve 
their  correctional  systems,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  July  1,  1968 
( Public  Law  90-871 ),  $2,000,000. 

This  proposal  will  provide  for  a  program  of  technical  assistance 
to  State  and  local  governments  to  improve  their  correctional  systems. 
The  major  features  of  the  program,  authorized  by  Public  Law  90-371 , 
approved  July  1,  1968,  are  (1)  assistance  in  manpower  recruitment  and 
training,  (2)  direct  consultation  on  technical  aspects  of  corrections, 
and  (3)  an  information  clearinghouse  on  technical  matters  and  sta¬ 
tistical  data  on  offenders. 

SUPPORT  OF  UNITED  STATES  PRISONERS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Support  of  United  States  prison¬ 
ers”,  $2,000,000. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  will  cover  the  costs  re¬ 
sulting  from  an  increase  in  the  anticipated  number  of  days  of  confine¬ 
ment  of  Federal  prisoners  in  non-Federal  jails.  Actual  experience  in 
1968  and  the  first  quarter  of  1969  indicates  that  the  number  of  days  of 
confinement  in  1969  will  be  1,410,000,  an  increase  of  410,000  over  the 
estimate  of  1,000,000  on  which  the  appropriation  was  based. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
Office  of  the  Secretary 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $500,000. 

This  proposal  would  finance  initial  costs  of  administering  the 
Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Safety  Act  of  1968,  Public  Law  90-481,  ap¬ 
proved  August  11,  1968.  The  funds  will  be  used  to  develop  regulations, 
to  set  interim  standards  (required  within  90  days  from  the  date  of 
approval  of  the  Act),  and  to  establish  compliance  and  other  procedures 
required  by  the  law. 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 
operations 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Operations”,  $4,200,000. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  for  the 
costs  of  implementing  new  classification  and  qualification  standards, 
set  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission,  for  the  Air  Traffic  Controller 
occupation.  Approximately  7,200  controllers  will  be  affected  by  the 
new  standards. 

# 
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Federal  Railroad  Administration 

ALASKA  RAILROAD  REVOLVING  FUND 

Payment  to  the  Alaska  Railroad  Revolving  Fund 

For  payment  to  the  Alaska  Railroad  revolving  fund  for  payment  of 
approved  contractor  claims  relating  to  authorized  work  of  the  Alaska 
Railroad,  involving  the  reconstruction  of  the  Seward  Dock  facilities 
destroyed  as  a  result  of  the  Alaska  earthquake,  $580,000,  which  may 
he  made  available  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers  for  payment  of  such  claims. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  complete  repairs 
to  Alaska  Railroad  facilities  damaged  in  the  Alaska  earthquake  of 
1964. 

Urban  Mass  Transportation  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Urban  Mass  Transportation  Adminis¬ 
tration,  including  uniforms  and  allowances  therefor,  as  authorized  by  law 
( 5  U.S.C.  5901-5902) ;  hire  of  passenger  motor  vehicles;  and  services  as 
authorized  by  5  U.S.C.  3109;  $665,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the 
appropriation  for  “  Urban  mass  transportation  grants”. 

This  proposed  language  is  for  adm  nistrative  expenses  of  the  Urban 
Mass  Transportation  Administration.  The  appropriation  will  supple¬ 
ment  funds  transferred  from  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  and  will  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  appropriation 
for  Urban  Mass  Transportation  grants. 

TREASURY  DEPARTMENT 
Bureau  of  Accounts 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $1,878,000. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  is  to  meet  expenses  for 
disbursing  operations  in  conjunction  with  certain  Veterans  Adminis¬ 
tration  activities. 

EISENHOWER  COLLEGE  GRANTS 

For  matching  grants  for  the  construction  of  educational  facilities  at 
Eisenhower  College,  as  authorized  by  law,  $5,000,000,  to  remain 
available  until  expended. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  will  provide  Federal 
assistance  for  constructing  and  repairing  educational  facilities  and 
equipment  at  the  Eisenhower  College  in  Seneca  Falls,  New  York. 
Legislation,  passed  by  both  Houses  of  the  Congress,  authorizes  such 
Federal  grants  to  match  gifts  and  other  voluntary  donations  made  to 
this  newly  established  college  named  in  honor  of  the  former  President. 

Internal  Revenue  Service 
compliance 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Compliance”,  $1,575,000. 

This  proposed  supplemental  would  provide  for  the  additional  man¬ 
power  and  expenses  necessary  to  implement  new  firearms  enforcement 
provisions  pursuant  to  Title  IV  of  the  Omnibus  Crime  Control  and 
Safe  Streets  Act  of  1968. 
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GENERAL  SERVICES  ADMINISTRATION 
Real  Property  Activities 

CONSTRUCTION,  PUBLIC  BUILDINGS  PROJECTS 

Funds  heretofore  appropriated  under  the  heading  “General  Services 
Administration;  Constiuction,  Public  buildings  projects”,  shall  be 
available  in  the  amount  of  $ 6,000,000  for  the  construction  of  the 
substructure,  Courthouse  and  Federal  Office  Building,  Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania:  Provided,  That,  the  foregoing  amount  shall  be  the 
maximum  construction  improvement  cost  which  may  be  exceeded  to 
the  extent  that  savings  are  effected  in  other  projects,  but  by  not  to  exceed 
10  per  centum. 

This  provision  would  make  available  previously  appropriated  funds 
for  construction  of  the  substructure  of  a  new  courthouse  and  Federal 
office  building  in  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania.  Construction  must  be 
started  on  this  project  soon  in  order  to  avoid  loss  of  the  site  which  is 
to  be  donated  by  the  city  of  Philadelphia. 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

Federal  Funds 

LOANS  TO  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  FOR  CAPITAL  OUTLAY 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Loans  to  the  District  of  Columbia 
for  capital  outlay”,  $8,562,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended 
and  to  be  advanced  upon  request  of  the  Commissioner  to  the  general 
fund. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  is  for  financing  of  the 
rail  rapid  transit  program  and  other  public  works  requirements  in 
the  proposed  District  of  Columbia  supplemental  appropriation  for 
capital  outlay  listed  below. 

District  of  Columbia  Funds 

OPERATING  EXPENSES 

General  Operating  Expenses 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “General  operating  expenses”, 
$367,000. 

This  proposed  supplemental  will  permit  rental  of  space  for  a 
second  detoxification  unit  for  the  treatment  of  alcoholics  and  the 
initial  establishment  of  five  Neighborhood  Service  Centers  to  improve 
the  delivery  of  municipal  services  by  providing  closer  contact  between 
local  residents  and  the  city  government. 

Settlement  of  Claims  and  Suits 

For  the  payment  of  claims  in  excess  of  $250,  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  February  11,  1929,  as  amended,  (45 
Stat.  1160;  46  Stat.  500;  65  Stat.  131),  $27,  900. 

This  sum  is  for  the  payment  of  claims  that  have  been  settled  by  the 
Corporation  Counsel  and  approved  by  the  Commissioner. 

CAPITAL  OUTLAY 

Capital  Outlay 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Capital  outlay”,  $11,250,000, 
to  remain  available  until  expended:  Provided,  That  $2,688,000 
of  this  amount  shall  not  be  available  for  expenditure  until  July  1, 
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1969:  Provided  further,  That  $3,464,000  shall  be  available  for  con¬ 
struction  services  by  the  Director  of  Buildings  and  Grounds  or  by 
contract  for  architectural  engineering  services,  as  may  be  determined 
by  the  Commissioner. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  will  permit  initial  con¬ 
struction  of  community  facilities  for  the  Fort  Lincoln  Urban  Renewal 
Project,  better  site  locations  for  three  school  construction  projects 
included  in  the  1969  District  of  Columbia  appropriation  for  capital 
outlay  and  continuation  of  engineering,  design  and  right-of-way 
acquisition  for  the  metropolitan  rail  rapid  transit  system.  A  total  of 
$3,150,000,  included  for  the  rail  rapid  transit  program,  represents  the 
initial  portion  of  the  District’s  one-third  local  share  to  match  the 
$43,772,000  provided  by  the  “Department  of  Interior  and  Related 
Agencies  Appropriation  Act,  1969”  (Public  Law  90-425,  approved 
July  26,  1968). 

DIVISION  OP  EXPENSES 

The  sums  appropriated  herein  for  the  District  of  Columbia  shall  be  paid  out 
of  the  general  fund  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

FEDERAL  TRADE  COMMISSION 
Salaries  and  Expenses 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  including 
carrying  out  the  functions  of  the  Federal  Trade  Commission  under  Title 
I  of  the  Consumer  Credit  Protection  Act  of  1968  ( Public  Law  90-321), 
$400,000. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  finance  prepara¬ 
tory  work  necessary  for  implementation  of  the  truth-in-lending 
provisions  of  the  Consumer  Credit  Protection  Act  of  1968.  Under  this 
law,  the  Federal  Trade  Commission  is  responsible  for  enforcing  the 
regulations  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Board  governing  disclosure  of 
credit  charges  for  a  variety  of  consumer  transactions. 

SECURITIES  AND  EXCHANGE  COMMISSION 
Salaries  and  Expenses 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $200,000. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  would  provide  for  a 
study  of  institutional  investors  and  the  effect  of  their  transactions  on 
the  securities  markets  as  authorized  by  Public  Law  90-438,  approved 
July  29,  1968. 

TEMPORARY  STUDY  COMMISSIONS 

Commission  on  Revision  of  the  Criminal  Laws  of  the  District 

of  Columbia 

salaries  and  expenses 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  Title  X  of  the  Act  of  December  27, 

1967  (81  Stat.  743-743),  establishing  the  Commission  on  Revision 
of  the  Criminal  Laws  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  $150,000,  to  remain 
available  until  expended. 

This  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  will  enable  the  Com¬ 
mission  to  undertake  a  study  of  the  criminal  laws  and  procedures  of 
the  District  of  Columbia.  The  Commission  was  created  by  Public 
Law  90-226,  approved  December  27,  1967. 
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National  Commission  on  Consumer  Finance 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  National  Commission  on  Consumer 
Finance,  established  by  Title  IV  of  the  Consumer  Credit  Protection  Act, 
approved  May  29,  1968  ( Public  Law  90-321),  including  hire  of 
passenger  motor  vehicles,  $375,000,  to  remain  available  until  June  30, 

1971. 

This  proposed  appropriation  is  for  the  National  Commission  on 
Consumer  Finance  created  by  Title  IV  of  the  Consumer  Credit  Pro¬ 
tection  Act.  The  Commission  is  to  study  (1)  the  adequacy  of  existing 
arrangements  to  provide  consumer  credit  at  reasonable  prices,  (2)  the 
adequacy  of  existing  arrangements  to  protect  the  consumer  from  unfair 
practices  and  to  permit  the  informed  use  of  consumer  credit,  and 
(3)  the  desirability  of  Federal  chartering  of  consumer  finance  com¬ 
panies  or  other  regulatory  measures.  The  Commission  is  to  report  its 
findings  and  recommendations  to  the  President  and  to  Congress  by 
January  1,  1971. 

National  Water  Commission 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  September  26,  1968 
(. Public  Law  90-515),  including  compensation  of  the  Executive  Director, 
level  IV  of  the  Executive  Schedule,  $500,000,  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 

This  proposed  appropriation  is  to  implement  Public  Law  90-515, 
approved  September  26,  1968,  which  established  the  National  Water 
Commission.  The  Commission  will  conduct  a  study  of  the  critical 
water  problems  of  the  Nation  and  will  seek  solutions  to  these  problems. 
The  Commission  will  terminate  within  5  years. 


DETAILED  SUMMARY  OF  CLAIMS  AND  JUDGMENTS 


DAMAGE  CLAIMS 

Department  of  Defense: 

Department  of  the  Army _  459,  658.  25 

Department  of  the  Navy _  154,  563.  54 

Department  of  the  Air  Force _  135,  589.  15 

Treasury  Department _ _  145,  500.  00 


Total  damage  claims _  895,  310.  94 


OTHER  CLAIMS 

Indian  Claims  Commission _  31,  991,  367.  59 

Department  of  State _  9,  504.  00 


Total,  other  claims _  32,  000,  871.  59 


JUDGMENTS 

U.S.  Court  of  Claims: 

Department  of  Defense: 

Department  of  the  Army _  445,  277.  48 

Department  of  the  Air  Force _  218,  000.  00 

Department  of  the  Interior _  249,  000.  00 

Department  of  State _  353,  330.  00 

Department  of  Transportation _  125,  000.  00 

U.S.  district  courts: 

Department  of  Agriculture _  405,  109.  18 

Department  of  Defense: 

Department  of  the  Army _  139,  113.  65 

Department  of  the  Air  Force _  247,  682.  59 

Veterans  Administration _  160,  000.  00 


Total  judgments _  2,  342,  512.  90 


Grand  total _  35,  238,  695.  43 

(23) 


? 


.rMitab,iwto.woT 


.  1  •■ 


. rtntJ*T)«£iiimbA  mi  '»tt> 


. rtaoa  but  W«T 


CLAIMS  AND  JUDGMENTS 


For  payment  of  claims  settled  and  determined  by  departments 
and  agencies  in  accord  with  law  and  judgments  rendered  against 
the  United  States  by  the  United  States  Court  of  Claims  and 
United  States  district  courts,  as  set  forth  in  House  Document 

Numbered  - ,  Ninetieth  Congress,  $35,238,696,  together  with 

such  amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  pay  interest  (as  and  when 
specified  in  such  judgments  or  provided  by  law)  and  such  additional 
sums  due  to  increases  in  rates  of  exchange  as  may  be  necessary  to 
pay  claims  in  foreign  currency:  Provided,  That  no  judgment  herein 
appropriated  for  shall  be  paid  until  it  shall  become  final  and  con¬ 
clusive  against  the  United  States  by  failure  of  the  parties  to  appeal 
or  otherwise :  Provided  further,  That  unless  otherwise  specifically  re¬ 
quired  by  law  or  by  the  judgment,  payment  of  interest  wherever 
appropriated  for  herein  shall  not  continue  for  more  than  thirty 
days  after  the  date  of  approval  of  the  Act. 

DAMAGE  CLAIMS 
Department  of  Defense 
Department  of  the  Army 

Department  of  the  Army, 

Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary, 

Washington,  D.C.  20310,  May  28,  1968. 

Hon.  Charles  J.  Zwick, 

Director,  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 

Washington,  D.C.  20503 

Dear  Mr.  Zwick:  The  Department  of  the  Army  has  considered 
and  determined,  in  an  amount  in  excess  of  $5,000,  the  claim  hereinafter 
described  concerning  personal  injury  and  property  damage  caused  by 
personnel  of  the  Illinois  Army  National  Guard  while  engaged  in 
training  or  duty  pursuant  to  provisions  of  title  32,  United  States  Code, 
section  503.  Settlement  of  the  claim  is  in  accordance  with  title  32, 
United  States  Code,  section  715,  which  provides  for  the  settlement  of 
claims  for  personal  injury  and  property  damage  caused  under  the 
conditions  described  above. 

A  brief  statement  of  the  nature  of  the  claim,  the  amount  claimed, 
and  the  amount  reported  follows : 

The  incident,  giving  rise  to  the  claim  occurred  on  July  20,  1963,  on  a  public 
highway  near  Tomah,  Wis.,  when  the  driver  of  an  Army  National  Guard  vehicle 
lost  control  of  his  vehicle  causing  it  to  move  across  the  center  line  of  the  road  and 
colliding  head-on  with  the  claimant’s  oncoming  vehicle.  The  driver  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  vehicle  was  negligent  and  his  negligence  was  the  sole  proximate  cause  of  the 
resulting  accident  and  injuries  to  the  claimant  and  his  property. 

The  claimant,  Mr.  Harold  L.  J.  Aga,  his  workmen’s  compensation  insurer  and 
his  automobile  insurer  filed  claims  against  the  United  States.  The  claimant  has 
since  paid  both  insurers  and  has  obtained  releases  from  them  in  favor  of  the  United 
States  Government.  Thus,  only  the  claim  of  Mr.  Harold  L.  J.  Aga  for  personal 
injury  and  property  damage  resulting  from  the  accident  remains  to  be  considered. 
This  claim  is  in  the  amount  of  $96,071.85,  the  sum  of  the  claims  originally  presented 
by  the  claimant  and  his  insurers. 


H.  Doc.  393,  90-2 
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The  claimant  has  accepted  $25,000  from  the  commercial  insurer  of  the  Army 
National  Guard  driver,  the  United  Services  Automobile  Association. 

This  was  the  full  amount  of  their  policy  and  was  accepted  by  the  claimant  with 
the  express  understanding  that  such  acceptance  would  have  no  effect  upon  the 
ultimate  disposition  of  Mr.  Aga’s  claim  against  the  Government  except  for  the 
fact  that  such  award  would  be  deducted  from  any  proposed  administrative  award 
prior  to  its  consideration  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  Congress. 

It  has  been  determined  that  the  claim  is  meritorious  in  the  amount  of  $63,957.95 
and,  substracting  the  amount  paid  by  the  United  Services  Automobile  Association, 
$25,000,  is  properly  payable  in  the  amount  of  $38,957.95.  A  partial  payment  of 
$5,000  as  authorized  by  the  statute,  has  been  made  to  the  claimant.  The  balance 
of  $33,957.95  due  to  the  claimant  has  been  determined  to  be  reportable  to  th 
Congress  for  its  consideration.  It  is  recommended  that  this  amount  be  submitted 
to  the  Congress  for  an  appropriation  for  payment. 

Mr.  Aga  is  represented  by  L.  D.  Downing,  Esq.,  O’Brien,  Ehrick,  Wolf  and 
Deaner,  attorneys  and  counsellors  at  law,  611  Olmsted  County  Bank  Building, 
Rochester,  Minn.  55901,  and  the  draft,  made  payable  to  Mr.  Aga,  should  be  sent 
to  his  attorney. 

Amount  claimed,  $96,071.85;  amount  paid,  $5,000;  amount  reported,  $33,957.95. 


Sincerely  yours, 


Richard  L.  West, 

Colonel,  GS  Executive. 


Department  of  the  Army, 

Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary, 

Washington,  D.C.  20310,  July  23,  1968. 

Hon.  Charles  J.  Zwick, 

Director,  Bureau,  of  the  Budget, 

Washington,  D.C.  20503 

Dear  Mr.  Zwick:  The  Department  of  the  Army  has  considered, 
ascertained,  adjusted,  and  determined,  in  an  amount  in  excess  of 
$5,000,  the  claim  hereinafter  described  which  concerns  property  dam¬ 
age  resulting  from  activities  of  the  United  States  Army.  The  settle¬ 
ment  of  the  claim  is  in  accordance  with  title  10,  United  States  Code, 
section  2733. 

A  brief  statement  of  the  amount  claimed,  the  nature  of  the  claim, 
and  the  amount  reported  follows: 


A  claim  for  $10,020  has  been  hied  by  Robert  M.  Smith  and  W.  T.  Griffin,  t/a 
Chestnut  Manor  Turkey  Ranch,  for  property  damage  incurred  by  them.  The 
incident  giving  rise  to  the  claim  occurred  during  the  period  of  October  and 
November  1964  in  the  vicinity  of  Wadesboro,  North  Carolina.  The  United  States 
Army  was  executing  maneuver  exercises.  During  the  course  of  the  maneuver, 
aircraft  operated  in  the  vicinity  of  the  claimants’  turkey  farm  on  numerous  oc¬ 
casions  causing  the  birds  to  become  frightened,  resulting  in  excess  mortality  and 
loss  of  hatching  egg  production. 

It  has  been  determined  that  the  claim  is  meritorious  in  the  amount  of  $5,520. 
A  partial  payment  of  $5,000,  as  authorized  by  statute,  has  been  made.  The 
balance  of  $520  has  been  determined  to  be  reportable  to  the  Congress  for  its  con¬ 
sideration.  It  is  recommended  that  this  amount  be  submitted  to  the  Congress  for 
an  appropriation  for  payment.  The  check  should  be  issued  to  Robert  M.  Smith 
and  W.  T.  Griffin,  jointly,  and  sent  in  care  of  Koy  E.  Dawkins,  attorney  at  law, 
108-A  West  Jefferson  Street,  Post  Office  Box  399,  Monroe,  North  Carolina  28110. 

Amount  claimed,  $10,020;  amount  paid,  $5,000;  amount  reported,  $520.00. 


Sincerely  yours, 


Charles  W.  Hayward, 

Colonel,  GS  Executive. 
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Department  of  the  Army, 

Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary, 

Washington,  D.O.,  August  14,  1968. 

Hon.  Charles  J.  Zwick, 

Director,  Bureau  oj  the  Budget, 

Washington,  D.C.  20503 

Dear  Mr.  Zwick:  The  Department  of  the  Army  has  considered, 
ascertained,  adjusted,  and  determined,  in  an  amount  in  excess  of 
$5,000,  the  claim  hereinafter  described  which  concerns  property 
damage.  The  settlement  of  the  claim  is  in  accordance  with  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  section  2733.  The  Act  provides  for  settlement  of 
claims  for  damage  to  property  caused  by  the  activities  of  a  member 
of  the  United  States  Army  while  engaged  in  a  noncombat  activity. 

A  brief  statement  of  the  amount  claimed,  the  nature  of  the  claim, 
and  the  amount  reported  follows: 

Anschutz  Land  and  Livestock  Co.,  Inc.,  Denver,  Colorado,  repre¬ 
sented  by  Ray,  Quinney,  and  Nebeker,  attorneys  at  law,  suite  400, 
Deseret  Building,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  84111,  has  filed  a  claim  for 
$431,951.68  for  loss  of  sheep.  The  incident  which  gave  rise  to  the 
claim  occurred  as  follows: 


On  March  14,  1968,  at  the  claimant’s  ranch  at  White  Rock  in  Skull  Valley 
close  to  the  eastern  border  of  Dugway  Proving  Ground,  Utah,  the  claimant’s 
sheep  began  dying.  The  deaths  followed  a  test  on  March  13,  1968,  of  a  persistent 
nerve  agent  sprayed  from  a  high-performance  aircraft  at  Dugway  Proving  Ground 
approximately  27  miles  from  the  place  where  the  sheep  were  located.  Based  on 
numerous  tests  conducted  by  various  Governmental  agencies  it  can  be  concluded 
that  chemical  compound  in  the  snow,  water,  and  grass  and  in  the  blood,  liv  er 
and  stomach  contents  of  the  dead  sheep  was  related  to  nerve  agent  samples 
provided  by  Dugway  Proving  Ground.  While  there  is  an  extremely  wide  variety 
of  possibilities  as  to  what  caused  the  death,  these  have  been  explored  and 
eliminated.  There  is  no  current  evidence  that  the  cause  of  death  is  to  be  found 
among  poisonous  plants,  pesticides,  or  bacterial  or  viral  infections.  A  total  of 
6,249  sheep  were  affected  of  which  4,372  died.  The  remaining  1,877  sheep  are 
still  affected  to  a  degree.  Whether  they  will  recover  cannot  be  established  posi¬ 
tively  until  an  undetermined  future  date. 

It  has  been  determined  that  the  claim  is  payable  in  the  amount  of  $376, 680. 
The  claimant  has  agreed  to  accept  this  amount  as  outlined  in  the  attached  settle¬ 
ment  agreement.  A  partial  payment  of  $5,000  as  authorized  by  the  Act  has  been 
made  to  the  claimant.  The  balance  of  $371,685  due  the  claimant  has  been  deter¬ 
mined  to  be  reportable  to  the  Congress  for  its  consideration.  It  is  recommended 
that  this  amount  be  submitted  to  the  Congress  for  an  appropriation  of  payment. 

The  claimant  and  his  attorneys  have  been  in  contact  with  various  members 
of  the  Utah  delegation  and  they  have  requested  that  this  amount  be  submitted 
to  Congress  during  its  current  session  as  an  effort  will  be  made  to  get  Congress 
to  appropriate  the  money  during  this  session.  The  reason  for  the  request  is  based 
011  the  urgent  need  for  the  claimant  to  receive  the  money  as  soon  as  possible  in 
order  for  him  to  continue  his  business  operation.  In  order  to  preclude  or  minimize 
additional  claims  with  respect  to  loss  of  business,  it  is  believed  to  be  in  the  best 
interest  of  the  United  States  to  cooperate  with  the  claimant  in  his  efforts  to 
have  the  appropriation  enacted  during  the  current  session  of  Congress. 

The  amount  claimed,  $431,951.68;  amount  paid,  $5,000;  amount  reported, 
$371,685. 


Sincerely  yours, 

Eugene  M.  Becker, 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army  ( Financial  Management )* 
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Department  of  the  Army, 

Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary, 

Washington,  D.C.  20310,  August  19,  1968. 

Hon.  Charles  J.  Zwick, 

Director,  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 

Washington,  D.C.  20503 

Dear  Mr.  Zwick:  The  Department  of  the  Army  has  considered, 
ascertained,  adjusted,  and  determined,  in  an  amount  in  excess  of 
$5,000,  the  claims  hereinafter  described,  which  concern  personal 
injuries  resulting  from  activities  of  a  member  of  the  Army  National 
Guard  of  Texas.  The  settlement  of  the  claim  is  in  accordance  with 
title  32,  United  States  Code,  section  715.  The  Act  provides,  in  part, 
for  settlement  of  claims  for  personal  injury  caused  by  a  member  of  the 
Army  National  Guard  acting  within  the  scope  of  his  employment 
while  engaged  in  training  or  duty  under  title  32,  United  States  Code, 
section  503. 

A  brief  statement  of  the  amounts  claimed,  the  nature  of  the  claims, 
and  the  amounts  reported  follows : 

Mr.  Arlis  D.  Beck  filed  a  claim  for  $.">0,000  for  personal  injuries  suffered  by  him. 
The  incident  which  caused  his  claim  occurred  on  June  13,  1966,  near  Wichita 
Falls,  Texas.  The  driver  of  an  Army  National  Guard  vehicle  attempted  to  change 
lanes  on  a  three-lane  highway  without  first  ascertaining  the  clearance  and  safety 
of  such  a  maneuver.  As  a  result,  Mr.  Beck’s  vehicle  was  forced  onto  the  raised 
median  strip  when  he  swerved  to  avoid  colliding  with  the  National  Guard  vehicle. 
It  has  been  determined  that  $40,000  is  due  Mr.  Beck  as  compensation  for  damages. 
Mr.  Beck  has  agreed  to  accept  this  amount  in  full  satisfaction  and  final  settlement 
of  his  claim.  A  partial  payment  of  $5,000  as  authorized  by  the  Act,  has  been  made 
to  Mr.  Beck. 

The  Travelers  Insurance  Company  filed  a  claim  for  $5,495.30.  This  amount 
represents  rights  obtained  through  subrogation  for  payment  under  Texas  Work¬ 
men’s  Compensation  laws.  The  insurer  has  agreed  to  accept  $5,495.30  in  full 
satisfaction  of  its  claim. 

The  balance  of  $40,495.30  due  to  Mr.  Beck  and  The  Travelers  Insurance 
Company  has  been  determined  to  be  reportable  to  Congress  for  its  consideration. 
It  is  recommended  that  this  amount  be  submitted  to  Congress  for  an  appropria¬ 
tion  for  payment.  Checks  should  be  made  out  as  follows:  To  Arlis  D.  Beck,  for 
$35,000,  sent  c/o  Joe  E.  Shaddock,  attorney  at  law,  312  City  National  Building, 
Wichita  Falls,  Texas  76301;  and  to  The  Travelers  Insurance  Company,  for 
$5,495.30,  sent  c/o  Larry  Robinson,  attorney  at  law,  P.O.  Box  5147,  Wichita 
Falls,  Texas  76307. 

The  total  amount  claimed,  $55,495.30;  the  amount  paid,  $5,000;  the  total 
amount  reported,  $40,495.30. 


Sincerely  yours, 


J.  M.  Wroth, 

Lt.  Colonel,  GS  Assistant  Executive. 


Department  of  the  Army, 

Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary, 

Washington,  D.C.,  September  4,  1968. 

Hon.  Charles  J.  Zwick, 

Director,  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 

Washington,  D.C.  20503 

Dear  Mr.  Zwick:  The  Department  of  the  Army  has  considered, 
ascertained,  adjusted,  and  determined,  in  an  amount  exceeding 
$5,000,  the  claim  hereinafter  described,  which  concerns  personal  injury 
and  death.  The  settlement  of  the  claim  is  in  accordance  with  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  section  2733,  as  amended.  The  act  provides  for 
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the  settlement  of  claims  for  damage  to  or  loss  of  property,  personal 
injury,  or  death,  caused  by  civilian  employees  or  members  of  a  mili¬ 
tary  department  acting  within  the  scope  of  their  employment,  or 
otherwise  incident  to  noncombat  activities  of  that  department. 

A  brief  statement  of  the  nature  of  the  claim,  the  amount  claimed, 
and  the  amount  reported  follows: 


The  claim  of  Specialist  5  Joseph  C.  Mobley,  as  surviving  spouse  and  as  ad¬ 
ministrator  of  the  estate  of  Vera  F.  Mobley,  in  the  amount  of  $10,000,  is  for 
personal  injury  suffered  by  Mrs.  Mobley  and  for  her  death.  The  decedent  suffered 
pain  and  died  as  the  result  of  improper  diagnosis  and  treatment  by  U.S.  Army 
medical  personnel  at  the  U.S.  Army  Hospital,  Okinawa,  Ryukyu  Islands,  on 
April  8,  1966. 

The  claimant  is  represented  by  Mr.  Robert  B.  Walls,  Jr.,  attorney,  712  Bank 
of  Delaware  Building,  Wilmington,  Delaware  19801. 

The  claim  was  presented  in  writing  within  the  time  provided  by  the  act.  It  has 
been  determined  that  $10,000  is  due  the  claimant,  and  he  has  agreed  to  accept 
that  amount  in  full  satisfaction  and  final  settlement  of  the  claim. 

A  partial  payment  in  the  amount  of  $5,000  has  been  made  to  the  claimant. 
The  balance  of  $5,000  due  the  claimant  has  been  determined  to  be  reportable 
to  Congress  for  its  consideration.  It  is  recommended  that  this  amount  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  Congress  for  an  appropriation  for  payment.  Amount  claimed,  $10,000; 
amount  paid,  $5,000;  amount  reported,  $5,000. 


Sincerely  yours, 


Charles  W.  Hayward, 
Colonel,  GS  Executive,  OASA(FM) . 


Department  of  the  Army, 

Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.  20310,  September  13,  1968. 
Hon.  Charles  J.  Zwick, 

Director,  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 

Washington,  D.C.  20503 

Dear  Mr.  Zwick:  The  Department  of  the  Army  has  considered, 
ascertained,  adjusted,  and  determined,  in  an  amount  in  excess  of 
$5,000,  the  claim  hereinafter  described  which  concerns  personal 
injuries  and  property  damage  resulting  from  activities  of  the  Tennessee 
Army  National  Guard  personnel  engaged  in  training  or  duty  pursuant 
to  the  provisions  of  title  32,  United  States  Code,  section  502.  Settle¬ 
ment  of  the  claim  is  in  accordance  with  title  32,  United  States  Code, 
section  715. 

A  brief  statement  of  the  amount  claimed,  the  nature  of  the  claim, 
and  the  amount  reported  follows: 

The  claim  for  $76,695  has  been  filed  by  Ernest  E.  Mclnturff  for  personal 
injuries  and  property  damage  incurred  by  him. 

The  incident  giving  rise  to  the  claim  occurred  on  August  7,  1966,  on  U.S. 
Highway  11-E,  approximately  5  miles  east  of  Greenville,  Tennessee,  when,  due 
to  a  negligent  act  of  the  driver,  a  Government  vehicle  veered  across  the  center 
line  into  the  path  of  the  claimant’s  automobile. 

It  has  been  determined  that  the  claim  is  meritorious  in  the  amount  of  $10,000. 
A  partial  payment  of  $5,000,  as  authorized  by  statute,  has  been  made.  The 
balance  of  $5,000  has  been  determined  to  be  reportable  to  the  Congress  for  its 
consideration.  It  is  recommended  that  this  amount  be  submitted  to  the  Congress 
for  an  appropriation  for  payment.  The  check  should  be  issued  to  Ernest  E. 
Mclnturff  and  sent  in  care  of  Thomas  E.  Mitchell,  attorney  at  law,  2224  North 
Roan  Street,  Johnson  City,  Tennessee  37601. 

Amount  claimed,  $76,695;  amount  paid,  $5,000;  amount  reported,  $5,000. 


Sincerely  yours, 


Charles  W.  Hayward, 

Colonel,  GS  Executive. 
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Department  of  the  Army, 

Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary, 

Washington,  D.C.,  20310,  September  27,  1968. 

Hon.  Charles  J.  Zwick, 

Director,  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Zwick:  The  Department  of  the  Army  has  considered,, 
ascertained,  adjusted,  and  determined,  in  an  amount  in  excess  of 
$5,000,  the  claim  hereinafter  described,  which  concerns  personal  inju¬ 
ries  sustained  from  activities  of  the  Maryland  Army  National  Guard 
personnel  on  duty  under  the  provisions  of  the  National  Guard  Claims 
Act,  title  32,  United  States  Code,  section  715,  as  implemented  by 
Army  Regulation  27-24. 

A  brief  statement  of  the  amount  claimed,  the  nature  of  the  claim, 
and  the  amount  reported  follows: 


On  August  16,  1967,  at  approximately  1645  hours,  a  member  of  the  Maryland 
Army  National  Guard,  on  duty  under  the  provisions  of  title  32,  United  States 
Code,  section  503,  was  operating  a  Government  truck  within  the  scope  of  his 
employment  and  was  part  of  a  convoy  which  had  been  proceeding  in  a  southerly 
direction  on  U.S.  Route  1  near  Petersburg,  Virginia.  At  the  time  of  the  accident 
the  convoy  was  turning  around,  having  missed  a  turn  on  Route  1.  The  National 
Guard  driver  attempted  to  make  a  U-turn  from  the  right-hand  shoulder  of  the 
road.  In  so  doing,  he  moved  into  the  path  of  the  claimant’s  vehicle,  completely 
blocking  its  lane  of  travel.  The  right  front  of  the  claimant’s  vehicle  hit  the  left 
front  of  the  Government  truck  causing  serious  personal  injuries  to  the  claimant, 
the  driver  and  a  passenger  in  the  claimant’s  vehicle. 

The  claimant  is  represented  by  Arthur  M.  Baugh,  attorney,  1804  Staples  Mill 
Road,  Richmond,  Virginia  23230. 

Mrs.  Shelby  F.  Davis  submitted  a  claim  for  $75,000  for  personal  injuries  sus¬ 
tained  as  a  result  of  the  incident.  Mrs.  Davis  sustained  a  severe  whiplash  injury 
in  the  upper  back  and  neck;  two  fractured  teeth;  lacerations  to  her  right  shoulder 
and  chin,  leaving  scars ;  and  other  contusions  and  lacerations  of  a  less  serious, 
nature.  She  was  hospitalized  from  August  16  through  August  19,  1967,  and  from 
September  8  through  September  15,  1967.  Pain  resulting  from  her  whiplash  injury 
has  continued  to  the  present  and  it  is  likely  she  will  continue  to  experience  episodes 
of  spasms  of  the  head  and  neck  muscles  for  a  period  of  some  months  to  a  year. 

It  has  been  determined  that  the  claim  is  meritorious  in  an  amount  of  $8,000. 
A  partial  payment  of  $5,000,  as  authorized  by  the  statute,  has  been  made.  The 
balance  of  $3,000  has  been  determined  to  be  reportable  to  the  Congress  for  its 
consideration.  It  is  recommended  that  this  amount  be  submitted  to  the  Congress 
for  an  appropriation  for  payment. 

Amount  claimed,  $75,000;  amount  paid,  $5,000;  amount  reported,  $3,000. 


Sincerely  yours, 


Charles  W.  Hayward, 

Colonel,  GS  Executive. 


Department  of  the  Navy 

Department  of  the  Navy, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 

Washington,  D.C.  20350,  June  20,  1968. 

Hon.  Charles  J.  Zwick, 

Director,  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 

Washington,  D.C.  20503 

My  Dear  Mr.  Zwick:  In  accordance  with  title  10,  United  [States 
Code,  section  2733,  which  provides  for  the  settlement  of  claims  for 
damage  to  or  loss  or  destruction  of  property,  or  personal  injury  or 
death,  caused  by  military  personnel  or  civilian  employees  acting 
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within  the  scope  of  their  employment  or  otherwise  incident  to  the 
noncombat  activities  of  the  Department  of  the  Navy,  this  Depart¬ 
ment  has  considered,  ascertained,  adjusted,  and  determined  in  an 
amount  in  excess  of  $5,000,  the  claim  set  forth  below  for  damages  as 
hereinafter  specified. 

The  claim  arose  on  September  11,  1967,  and  was  presented  in  writing 
within  the  statutory  period  provided  for  in  the  act.  The  amount 
found  due  the  claimant  which  it  has  agreed  to  accept  in  full  satisfac¬ 
tion  and  final  settlement  of  its  claim  is  hereby  certified  as  having  been 
determined  to  be  of  the  character  contemplated  by  the  provisions 
of  the  act  for  report  to  the  Congress  for  its  consideration  and  it  is 
recommended  that  it  be  submitted  to  the  Congress  for  an  appropria¬ 
tion  for  the  payment  thereof.  A  brief  statement  of  the  character  of 
the  claim,  the  amount  claimed,  and  the  amount  reported  follows: 

McMillan  Nursery,  3445  Fourth  Avenue,  Yuma,  Ariz.  On  September  11,  1967, 
a  Marine  Corps  aircraft,  while  being  operated  by  a  qualified  naval  aviator, 
crashed  at  Yuma,  Ariz.,  causing  damage  to  the  property  of  McMillan  Nursery, 
a  partnership;  the  property  damage  is  considered  incident  to  the  noncombat 
activities  of  the  Navy;  the  claimant  submitted  a  proper  and  timely  claim  in  the 
amount  of  $83,275;  the  claimant  subsequently  agreed  to  accept  $49,491.79  as 
full  satisfaction  of  the  claim;  this  amount  is  considered  proper  and  payment  in 
the  amount  of  $5,000  has  already  been  effected  administratively  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Navy. 

Amount  claimed,  $83,275;  amount  reported,  $44,491.79. 


Sincerely, 


R.  S.  Driver, 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Navy  ( Manpower  and  Reserve  Affairs ) . 


Department  of  the  Navy, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.  20350,  July  5,  1968.- 

Hon.  Charles  J.  Zwick, 

Director,  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 

Washington,  D.C.  20503 

My  Dear  Mr.  Zwick:  In  accordance  with  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  section  2733,  which  provides  for  the  settlement  of  claims  for 
damage  to  or  loss  or  destruction  of  property,  or  personal  injury  or 
death,  caused  by  military  personnel  or  civilian  employees  acting  within 
the  scope  of  their  employment  or  otherwise  incident  to  the  non- 
combat  activities  of  the  Department  of  the  Navy,  this  Department 
has  considered,  ascertained,  adjusted,  and  determined  in  an  amount  in 
excess  of  $5,000,  the  claim  set  forth  below  for  damages  as  hereinafter 
specified. 

The  claim  arose  in  1966  and  was  presented  in  writing  within  the 
statutory  period  provided  for  in  the  act.  The  amount  found  due  the 
claimant,  which  he  has  agreed  to  accept  in  full  satisfaction  and  final 
settlement  of  his  claim,  is  hereby  certified  as  having  been  determined 
to  be  of  the  character  contemplated  by  the  provisions  of  the  act  for 
report  to  the  Congress  for  its  consideration  and  it  is  recommended 
that  it  be  submitted  to  the  Congress  for  an  appropriation  for  the' 
payment  thereof.  A  brief  statement  of  the  character  of  the  claim,  the 
amount  claimed,  and  the  amount  reported  follows: 

J.  Edward  Gallant,  205  North  Mallory  Street,  Hampton,  Va.,  c/o  Eugene  M. 
Jordan,  Esquire,  Cofer  and  Jordan,  attorneys  and  counselors  at  law,  1  Mellen 
Street,  Hampton,  Va.  On  June  20,  1966,  two  United  States  Marine  Corps  aircraft 
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while  being  operated  by  qualified  naval  aviators,  collided  in  mid-air,  one  crashing 
at  Buckroe  Beach,  Hampton,  Va.,  causing  damage  to  the  property  of  Mr.  J. 
Edward  Gallant.  The  property  damage  is  considered  incident  to  the  noncombat 
activities  of  the  Navy.  The  claimant  submitted  a  proper  and  timely  claim  in  the 
amount  of  $6,724.17.  This  amount  has  been  determined  to  be  proper  and  payment 
in  the  amount  of  $5,000  has  already  been  effected  administratively  to  the  claimant 
bv  the  Department  of  the  Navy. 

'Amount  claimed,  $6,724.17;  amount  reported,  $1,724.17. 


Sincerely, 


Charles  F.  Baird, 
Under  Secretary  of  the  Navy. 


Department  of  the  Navy, 

Office  of  the  Secretary', 

Washington,  D.C.  20350,  July  15,  1968. 

Hon.  Charles  J.  Zwick, 

Director,  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 

Washington,  D.C.  20503 

My  Dear  Mr.  Zwick:  In  accordance  with  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  section  2733,  which  provides  for  the  settlement  of  claims  for 
damage  to  or  loss  or  destruction  of  property,  or  personal  injury  or 
death,  caused  by  military  personnel  or  civilian  employees  acting 
within  the  scope  of  their  employment  or  otherwise  incident  to  the 
noncombat  activities  of  the  Department  of  the  Navy,  this  Depart¬ 
ment  has  considered,  ascertained,  adjusted,  and  determined  in  an 
amount  in  excess  of  $5,000,  the  claim  set  forth  below  for  damages  as 
hereinafter  specified. 

The  claim  arose  in  1967  and  was  presented  in  writing  within  the 
statutory  period  provided  for  in  the  act.  The  amount  found  due  the 
claimants  which  they  have  agreed  to  accept  in  full  satisfaction  and 
final  settlement  of  their  claim,  is  hereby  certified  as  having  been 
determined  to  be  of  the  character  contemplated  by  the  provisions  of 
the  act  for  report  to  the  Congress  for  its  consideration  and  it  is  recom¬ 
mended  that  it  be  submitted  to  the  Congress  for  an  appropriation  for 
the  payment  thereof.  A  brief  statement  of  the  character  of  the  claim, 
the  amount  claimed,  and  the  amount  reported  follows: 


James  H.  and  Jeanne  E.  Sunderland  for  themselves  and  as  natural  guardians 
for  their  minor  child,  Sandra  Sunderland,  c/o  Mr.  Edward  T.  Conroy,  Maryland 
National^  Bank  Building,  Upper  Marlborough,  Md.  On  September  8,  1967,  a 
United  States  Navy  aircraft,  while  being  operated  by  a  qualified  naval  aviator, 
crashed  near  Forestville,  Md.,  causing  damage  and  personal  injury  to  claimants. 
The  property  damage  and  personal  injuries  are  considered  incident  to  the  noncom¬ 
bat  activities  of  the  Navy.  Claimants  submitted  a  proper  and  timely  claim  in  the 
amount  of  $39,436,33  and  subsequently  agreed  to  accept  $27,000  in  full  satisfac¬ 
tion  of  their  claim.  This  amount  has  been  determined  to  be  proper  and  payment 
of  $5,000  has  already  been  effected  administratively  to  the  claimant  by  the 
Department  of  the  Navy. 

Amount  claimed,  $39,436.33;  amount  reported,  $22,000. 


Sincerely, 


R.  S.  Driver, 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Navy. 
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Department  of  the  Navy, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.  20350,  July  15,  1968. 

Hon.  Charles  J.  Zwick, 

Director,  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 

Washington,  D.C.  20503 

My  Dear  Mr.  Zwick:  In  accordance  with  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  section  2733,  which  provides  for  the  settlement  of  claims  for 
damage  to  or  loss  or  destruction  of  property,  or  personal  injury  or 
death,  caused  by  military  personnel  or  civilian  employees  acting  within 
the  scope  of  their  employment  or  otherwise  incident  to  the  noncombat 
activities  of  the  Department  of  the  Navy;  this  Department  has  con¬ 
sidered,  ascertained,  adjusted,  and  determined  in  an  amount  in  excess 
of  $5,000,  the  claim  set  forth  below  for  damages  as  hereinafter  specified. 

The  claim  arose  on  November  17,  1967,  and  was  presented  in  writing 
within  the  statutory  period  provided  for  in  the  act.  The  amount  found 
due  claimant  which  it  has  agreed  to  accept  in  full  satisfaction  and  final 
settlement  of  its  claim  is  hereby  certified  as  having  been  determined 
to  be  of  the  character  contemplated  by  the  provisions  of  the  act  for 
report  to  the  Congress  for  its  consideration  and  it  is  recommended  that 
it  be  submitted  to  the  Congress  for  an  appropriation  for  the  payment 
thereof.  A  brief  statement  of  the  character  of  the  claim,  the  amount 
claimed,  and  the  amount  reported  follows : 


The  3-D  Cattle  Company,  Inc.,  Post  Office  Box  886,  Seeley,  Calif.,  and  the 
Fireman’s  Fund  Insurance  Company,  Inc.,  Post  Office  Box  3395,  San  Francisco, 
Calif.  On  November  17,  1967,  a  Navy  aircraft,  while  being  operated  by  a  qualified 
naval  aviator,  crashed  near  Seeley,  Calif.,  causing  damage  to  the  property  of  the 
3-D  Cattle  Company,  Inc.;  the  property  damaged  is  considered  incident  to  the 
noncombat  activities  of  the  Navy;  that  the  3-D  Cattle  Company,  Inc.  and  the 
Fireman’s  Fund  Insurance  Company,  Inc.,  as  subrogee,  submitted  a  proper  and 
timely  claim  in  the  amount  of  $37,528.15;  the  claimant  subsequently  agreed  to 
accept  $33,400  as  full  satisfaction  of  the  claim;  this  amount  is  considered  proper 
and  payment  in  the  amount  of  $5,000  has  already  been  effected  administratively 
by  the  Department  of  the  Navy. 

Amount  claimed,  $37,528.15;  amount  reported,  $28,400. 


Sincerely, 


R.  S.  Driver, 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Navy. 


Department  of  the  Navy, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.  20350,  July  16,  1968. 

Hon.  Charles  J.  Zwick, 

Director,  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 

Washington,  D.C.  20503 

My  Dear  Mr.  Zwick:  In  accordance  with  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  section  2733,  which  provides  for  the  settlement  of  claims  for 
damage  to  or  loss  or  destruction  of  property,  or  personal  injury  or 
death,  caused  by  military  personnel  or  civilian  employees  acting 
within  the  scope  of  their  employment  or  otherwise  incident  to  the 
noncombat  activities  of  the  Department  of  the  Navy,  this  Department 
has  considered,  ascertained,  adjusted,  and  determined  in  an  amount 
in  excess  of  $5,000,  the  claim  set  forth  below  for  damages  as  herein¬ 
after  specified. 
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The  claim  arose  in  1967  and  was  presented  in  writing  within  the 
statutory  period  provided  for  in  the  act.  The  amount  found  due  the 
claimant  which  she  has  agreed  to  accept  in  full  satisfaction  and  final 
settlement  of  her  claim,  is  hereby  certified  as  having  been  determined 
to  be  of  the  character  contemplated  by  the  provisions  of  the  act  for 
report  to  the  Congress  for  its  consideration  and  it  is  recommended 
that  it  be  submitted  to  the  Congress  for  an  appropriation  for  the 
payment  thereof.  A  brief  statement  of  the  character  of  the  claim,  the 
amount  claimed,  and  the  amount  reported  follows: 

Mrs.  Gladys  L.  Lauderbach,  c/o  Willard  R.  Pool,  attorney  at  law,  12550 
Brookhurst,  Garden  Grove,  Calif.  On  January  22,  1967,  two  United  States  Marine 
Corps  aircraft  while  being  operated  by  qualified  naval  aviators  collided  and 
fell  into  Rossmoor  Leisure  World,  Laguna  Hills,  Calif.  Property  belonging  to 
the  claimant  was  damaged  and  she  suffered  personal  injuries.  The  damage  and 
injuries  are  considered  incident  to  the  noncombat  activities  of  the  Navy.  The 
claimant  submitted  a  proper  and  timely  claim  in  the  amount  of  $133,176.97  and 
subsequently  agreed  to  accept  $60,000  in  full  satisfaction  of  her  claim.  This 
amount  has  been  determined  to  be  proper  and  payment  of  $5,000  has  already 
been  effected  administratively  to  the  claimant  by  the  Department  of  the  Navy. 

Amount  claimed  $133,176.97;  amount  reported,  $55,000. 


Sincerely, 


E.  S.  Driver, 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Navy. 


Department  of  the  Navy, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 

Wash  ington,  D.C.  20850,  July  19,  1968. 

Hon.  Charles  J.  Zwick, 

Director,  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 

Washington,  D.C.  20508 

My  Dear  Mr.  Z\vick:  In  accordance  with  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  section  2733,  which  provides  for  the  settlement  of  claims  for 
damage  to  or  loss  or  destruction  of  property  or  personal  injury  or 
death,  caused  by  military  personnel  or  civilian  employees  acting 
within  the  scope  of  their  employment  or  otherwise  incident  to  the 
noncombat  activities  of  the  Department  of  the  Navy,  this  Depart¬ 
ment  has  considered,  ascertained,  adjusted,  and  determined  in  an 
amount  in  excess  of  $5,000,  the  claim  set  forth  below  for  damages  as 
hereinafter  specified. 

The  claim  arose  in  1967  and  was  presented  in  writing  within  the 
statutory  period  provided  for  in  the  act.  The  amount  found  due  the 
claimant  which  he  has  agreed  to  accept  in  full  satisfaction  and  final 
settlement  of  his  claim,  is  hereby  certified  as  having  been  determined 
to  be  of  the  character  contemplated  by  the  provisions  of  the  act 
for  report  to  the  Congress  for  its  consideration  and  it  is  recommended 
that  it  be  submitted  to  the  Congress  for  an  appropriation  for  the 
payment  thereof.  A  brief  statement  of  the  character  of  the  claim, 
the  amount  claimed,  and  the  amount  reported  follows: 

Leon  Lauderbach,  executor  of  the  estate  of  Leon  W.  Lauderbach  c/o  Willard 
R.  Pool,  attorney  at  law,  12550  Brookhurst,  Garden  Grove,  California.  On 
January  22,  1967,  two  United  States  Marine  Corps  aircraft  while  being  operated 
by  qualified  naval  aviators  collided  and  fell  into  Rossmoor  Leisure  World,  Laguna 
Hills,  California.  Prqperty  belonging  to  the  claimant  was  damaged.  The  damage 
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is  considered  incident  to  the  noncombat  activities  of  the  Navy.  The  claimant 
submitted  a  proper  and  timely  claim  in  the  amount  of  $6,806.26  and  subsequently 
agreed  to  accept  $5,128.11  in  full  satisfaction  of  his  claim.  This  amount  has  been 
determined  to  be  proper  and  payment  of  .?!5,000  has  already  been  effected  admin¬ 
istratively  to  the  claimant  by  the  Department  of  the  Navy. 

Amount  claimed,  $6,806.26;  amount  reported,  $128.11. 


Sincerely, 


Charles  F.  Baird, 
Under  Secretary  of  the  Navy. 


Department  of  the  Navy, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.  20350,  August  27,  1968. 

Hon.  Charles  J.  Zwick, 

Director,  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 

Washington,  D.C.  20503 

My  Dear  Mr.  Zwick:  In  accordance  with  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  section  2733,  which  provides  for  the  settlement  of  claims  for 
damage  to  or  loss  or  destruction  of  property,  or  personal  injury  or 
death,  caused  by  military  personnel  or  civilian  employees  acting  within 
the  scope  of  their  employment  or  otherwise  incident  to  the  noncombat 
activities  of  the  Department  of  the  Navy,  this  Department  has  con¬ 
sidered,  ascertained,  adjusted,  and  determined,  in  an  amount  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  $5,000,  the  claim  set  forth  below  for  damages  as  hereinafter 
specified. 

The  claim  arose  in  1967  and  was  presented  in  •writing  within  the 
statutory  period  provided  for  in  the  act.  The  amount  found  due  the 
claimants,  which  they  have  agreed  to  accept  in  full  satisfaction  and 
final  settlement  of  their  claim,  is  hereby  certified  as  having  been 
determined  to  be  of  the  character  contemplated  by  the  provisions  of 
the  act  for  report  to  the  Congress  for  its  consideration  and  it  is 
recommended  that  it  be  submitted  to  the  Congress  for  an  appropria¬ 
tion  for  the  payment  thereof.  A  brief  statement  of  the  character  of 
the  claim,  the  amount  claimed,  and  the  amount  reported  follows: 


Albert  B.  and  Elizabeth  G.  Harvey,  Aston  Mills  Hoad,  Box  97,  Chester  Heights, 
Pennsylvania,  c/o  McLaughlin,  Keeler  and  McGovern,  attorneys  at  law,  Penn 
Club  Building,  10  East  Fifth  Street,  Chester,  Pennsylvania  19013.  On  June  25, 
1967,  a  United  States  Naval  aircraft,  while  being  operated  by  a  qualified  naval 
aviator,  crashed  at  Chester,  Pennsylvania,  causing  damage  to  the  property  of 
Mr.  and  Mrs.  Albert  B.  Harvey.  The  property  damage  is  considered  incident 
to  the  noncombat  activities  of  the  Navy.  The  claimants  submitted  a  claim  in 
the  amount  of  $7,600.  This  amount  is  considered  proper  and  $5,000  has  already 
been  paid  administratively  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy. 

Amount  claimed,  $7,600;  amount  reported,  $2,600. 


Sincerely, 


Paul  R.  Ignatius, 
Secretary  of  the  Navy. 
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Department  of  the  Navy, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.  20350,  September  17,  1968. 

Hon.  Charles  J.  Zwick, 

Director,  Bureau  oj  the  Budget, 

Washington,  D.C  20503 

My  Dear  Mr.  Zwick:  In  accordance  with  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  section  2733,  which  provides  for  the  settlement  of  claims  for 
damage  to  or  loss  or  destruction  of  property,  or  personal  injury  or 
death,  caused  by  military  personnel  or  civilian  employees  acting 
within  the  scope  of  their  employment  or  otherwise  incident  to  the 
noncombat  activities  of  the  Department  of  the  Navy,  this  Depart¬ 
ment  has  considered,  ascertained,  adjusted,  and  determined,  in  an 
amount  in  excess  of  $5,000,  the  claim  set  forth  below  for  damages  as 
hereinafter  specified. 

The  claim  arose  in  1967  and  was  presented  in  writing  within  the 
statutory  period  provided  for  in  the  act.  The  amount  found  due  the 
claimants,  which  they  have  agreed  to  accept  in  full  satisfaction  and 
final  settlement  of  their  claim  is  hereby  certified  as  having  been 
determined  to  be  of  the  character  contemplated  by  the  provisions  of 
the  act  for  report  to  the  Congress  for  its  consideration  and  it  is  recom¬ 
mended  that  it  be  submitted  to  the  Congress  for  an  appropriation  for 
the  payment  thereof.  A  brief  statement  of  the  character  of  the  claim, 
the  amount  claimed,  and  the  amount  reported  follows: 


Leonard  Hanson  and  the  State  Bank  of  Escanaba,  Post  Office  Box  595,  Mar¬ 
quette,  Michigan.  On  July  1,  1967,  a  United  States  Marine  Corps  aircraft,  while 
being  operated  by  a  qualified  naval  aviator,  crashed  at  K.  I.  Sawyer  Air  Force 
Base,  Michigan,  causing  damage  to  the  property  of  claimants.  The  damage  is 
considered  incident  to  the  noncombat  activities  of  the  Navy.  The  claimants 
submitted  a  proper  and  timely  claim  in  the  amount  of  $15,466  and  subsequently 
agreed  to  accept  $5,219.47  as  full  satisfaction  of  their  claim.  The  amount  is  con¬ 
sidered  proper  and  $5,000  has  already  been  paid  administratively  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Navy. 

Amount  claimed,  $15,446;  amount  reported,  $219.47. 


Sincerely, 


Charles  F.  Baird, 
Under  Secretary  oj  the  Navy. 
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Department  of  the  Ah-  Force 


Department  of  the  Air  Force, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.,  May  28,  1968. 

Hon.  Charles  J.  Zwick, 

Director,  Bureau  oj  the  Budget, 

Washington,  D.C.  20503 

Dear  Mr.  Director:  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
2733  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force 
has  considered,  ascertained,  adjusted,  and  determined  in  an  amount 
in  excess  of  $5,000,  a  claim  for  property  damage  as  hereinafter 
described  resulting  from  the  crash  of  a  United  States  Air  Force 
aircraft  on  an  authorized  training  mission. 
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The  incident  which  gave  rise  to  the  claim  occurred  on  August  8, 
1967.  A  timely  claim  was  presented  in  writing  by  the  Southern  Cali¬ 
fornia  Edison  Company,  100  Long  Beach  Boulevard,  P.O.  Box  410, 
Long  Beach,  Calif.  90801.  The  claim  was  determined  to  be  meritorious 
in  the  amount  of  $5,731.12,  and  the  claimant  has  agreed  in  writing  to 
accept  the  amount  found  due  in  full  satisfaction  and  final  settlement 
of  its  claim.  Accordingly,  the  claim  is  hereby  certified  to  be  of  the 
character  contemplated  by  the  provisions  of  section  2733  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  for  report  to  the  Congress  for  its  consideration 
and  appropriation  of  funds  for  the  payment  thereof. 

A  brief  statement  of  the  character  of  the  claim,  the  amount  claimed, 
the  amount  of  the  award,  and  the  amount  reported  follows: 

On  August  8,  1967,  at  approximately  1100  hours,  aT-33  aircraft  on  an  author¬ 
ized  mission  of  the  659‘2d  Support  Group,  Los  Angeles  Air  Force  Station,  struck 
a  power  line  in  a  mountain  pass  about  8}i  miles  from  Palmdale,  Calif.,  severing 
one  and  damaging  another.  A  fire  started  on  the  land,  which  is  privately  owned, 
and  some  telephone  lines  and  poles  belonging  to  Los  Angeles  County  were  also 
damaged.  Separate  claims  have  been  filed  by  both  of  the  above.  This  claim  is 
is  for  that  portion  of  damage  to  the  high  voltage  power  lines  caused  when  the 
pilot  flew  under  some  of  the  lines  and  was  turning  right  when  the  right  wing  tip 
of  the  aircraft  hit  the  two  overhead  conductors.  The  tip  tank  broke  loose  and 
started  a  brush  fire  on  the  ground  below.  The  damage  is  considered  to  have 
accrued  incident  to  noncombat  activities  of  the  Air  Force. 

Total  amount  claimed,  $5,731.12;  amount  awarded,  $5,731.12;  amount  re¬ 
ported,  $5,731.12. 


Sincerely, 


Robert  D.  Benson, 

Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  oj  the  Air  Force. 


Department  of  the  Air  Force, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.,  May  28 ,  1968. 

Hon.  Charles  J.  Zwick, 

Director,  Bureau  oj  the  Budget, 

Washington,  D.C.  20503 

Dear  Mr.  Director:  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
2733  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force 
has  considered,  ascertained,  adjusted,  and  determined  in  an  amount 
in  excess  of  $5,000,  a  claim  for  property  damage  as  hereinafter  de¬ 
scribed  resulting  from  the  crash  of  a  United  States  Air  Force  aircraft 
on  an  authorized  training  mission. 

The  incident  which  gave  rise  to  the  claim  occurred  on  March  30, 
1966.  A  timely  claim  was  presented  in  writing  by  the  Federal  Insurance 
Company,  90  John  Street,  New  York,  N.  Y.  10038.  This  insurer  is  the 
subrogee  of  John  W.  and  Margaret  M.  Renton,  and  the  claim  is  for 
insured  damage  to  the  residence  and  personal  property,  including  a 
1959  Plymouth  automobile,  of  the  insured  which  the  insurer  was  obli¬ 
gated  to  pay  under  a  contract  of  insurance.  The  claim  was  determined 
to  be  meritorious  in  the  amount  of  $25,455  and  the  claimant  has 
agreed  in  writing  to  accept  the  amount  found  due  in  full  satisfaction 
and  final  settlement  of  its  claim.  Accordingly,  the  claim  is  hereby 
certified  to  be  of  the  character  contemplated  by  the  provisions  of 


38 


section  2733  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  for  report  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  for  its  consideration  and  appropriation  of  funds  for  the  payment 
thereof. 

A  brief  statement  of  the  character  of  the  claim,  the  amount  claimed, 
the  amount  of  the  award,  and  the  amount  reported  follows: 


On  March  30,  1966,  at  approximately  0957  hours,  an  Air  Force  F-106  aircraft 
of  the  539th  Fighter  Interceptor  Squadron,  McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  N.J.,  while 
on  an  authorized  mission  sustained  fuel  starvation.  The  pilot  abandoned  the 
aircraft  and  it  crashed  near  Woodland  Road,  Ringwood,  N.J.  The  aircraft  disin¬ 
tegrated  upon  impact  with  the  Renton’s  home  demolishing  the  structure,  destroy¬ 
ing  the  contents,  and  damaging  the  car.  The  amount  claimed  is  for  the  loss  of  the 
insured  building,  its  contents,  and  damage  to  the  car.  The  damage  is  considered 
to  have  accrued  incident  to  noncombat  activities  of  the  Air  Force. 

Amount  claimed,  $26,408;  amount  awarded,  $25,455;  amount  reported,  $25,455. 


Sincerely, 


Robert  D.  Benson, 

Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force. 


Department  of  the  Air  Force,  | 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.,  June  12,  1968. 

Hon.  Charles  J.  Zwick, 

Director,  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 

Washington,  D.C.  20503 

Dear  Mr.  Director:  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
2733  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  this  Department  has  considered, 
ascertained,  adjusted,  and  determined  in  an  amount  in  excess  of 
$5,000,  a  claim  for  property  damage  as  hereinafter  described  resulting 
from  the  crash  of  a  United  States  Air  Force  aircraft  on  an  authorized 
training  flight. 

The  incident  which  gave  rise  to  the  claim  occurred  on  January  12, 
1967.  A  timely  claim  was  presented  in  writing  by  the  claimants,  Tom 
M.  and  Ruth  Wilder  Hudgins,  1400  W.  Washington  Street,  Sherman, 
Tex.  75090.  This  claim  is  for  personal  and  real  property  destroyed  in 
the  crash.  The  claim  was  determined  to  be  meritorious  in  the  amount 
of  $5,590.13  and  the  claimants  have  agreed  in  writing  to  accept  the 
amount  due  in  full  satisfaction  and  final  settlement  of  their  claim. 
Under  the  authority  of  section  2733  of  title  10,  United  States  Code, 
$5,000  of  the  approved  award  has  been  administratively  paid.  Ac-  I 
cordingly,  the  balance  of  the  award  found  due  in  the  amount  of  $590.13 
is  hereby  certified  to  be  of  the  character  contemplated  by  the  provisions 
of  section  2733  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  for  report  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  for  its  consideration  and  appropriation  of  funds  for  the  payment 
thereof. 

A  brief  statement  of  the  character  of  the  claim,  the  amount  claimed, 
the  amount  of  the  award,  and  the  amount  reported  follows: 

On  January  13,  1967,  an  Air  Force  TF-102  aircraft  on  an  authorized  training 
mission  from  Perrin  Air  Force  Base,  Tex.  crashed  and  burned  in  pasture  land 
resulting  in  fire  damage  to  an  area  about  250  acres,  including  one  house  being 
used  as  a  barn,  fences  and  farm  implements.  The  damage  includes  two  parcels, 
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one  owned  in  fee  simple  by  the  claimants,  and  the  other  owned  jointly  by  the 
claimants  and  The  Merchants  and  Planters  National  Bank  of  Sherman,  Tex. 
The  bank  has  submitted  a  separate  claim  for  its  portion  of  the  losses.  The  damage 
is  considered  to  have  accrued  incident  to  noncombat  activities  of  the  Air  Force. 

Amount  claimed,  $8,475.75;  amount  awarded,  $5,590.13;  administrative  partial 
payment,  $5,000;  amount  reported,  $590.13. 


Sincerely, 


Robert  D.  Benson, 

Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force. 


Department  of  the  Air  Force, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.  20330,  June  17,  1968. 

Hon.  Charles  J.  Zwick, 

Director,  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 

Washington,  D.C.  20503 

Dear  Mr.  Director:  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
2733  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force 
has  considered,  ascertained,  adjusted,  and  determined  in  an  amount 
in  excess  of  $5,000,  a  claim  for  loss  of  mink  kits  and  death  of  female 
breeders  during  the  whelping  period  as  hereinafter  described  due  to 
noise  and  sonic  booms  from  United  States  Air  Force  supersonic 
aircraft  on  authorized  training  flights. 

The  incidents  which  gave  rise  to  the  claim  occurred  during  the 
period  from  April  29  through  May  16,  1967.  A  timely  claim  was 
presented  in  writing  by  Sigurd  A.  and  Hilda  K.  Lebeck,  the  owners 
and  operators  of  a  mink  ranch  with  approximately  1,100  female 
breeders,  which  was  located  about  3  miles  from  Astoria,  Oreg.,  in 
Clatsop  County.  The  claim  was  determined  to  be  meritorious  in  the 
amount  of  $31,203  and  the  claimants  have  agreed  in  writing  to  accept 
the  amount  found  due  in  full  satisfaction  and  final  settlement  of 
their  claim.  Under  the  authority  of  section  2733  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  $5,000  of  the  approved  award  has  been  administratively 
paid.  Accordingly,  the  balance  of  the  award  found  due  in  the  amount 
of  $26,203  is  hereby  certified  to  be  of  the  character  contemplated 
by  the  provisions  of  section  2733  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  for 
report  to  the  Congress  for  its  consideration  and  appropriation  of  funds 
for  the  payment  thereof. 

A  brief  statement  of  the  character  of  the  claim,  the  amount  claimed, 
the  amount  of  the  award,  and  the  amount  reported  follows: 


During  the  above  specified  period,  Air  Force  and  Oregon  Air  National  Guard 
supersonic  aircraft  were  flown  on  authorized  intercept  and  high  altitude  recon¬ 
naissance  training  flights  in  the  vicinity  of  the  claimants’  mink  farm.  The  sudden 
and  unexpected  sonic  booms  and  noise  from  low  level  subsonic  flights  caused  the 
female  mink  breeders  to  become  excited,  to  run  back  and  forth  in  their  pens,  and 
to  pack  their  kits  or  to  neglect  them.  Such  activity  resulted  in  kit  losses  far  in 
excess  of  normal  mortality  experienced  by  the  claimants  and  veterinarians  at¬ 
tributed  these  losses  to  abortion,  abandonment,  and  reabsorption.  The  death  of 
some  adult  female  mink  breeders  was  also  found  to  be  caused  by  this  aircraft 
activity.  The  loss  of  3,475  mink  kits  and  38  female  breeders  is  considered  to  have 
accrued  incident  to  noncombat  activities  of  the  Air  Force. 

Amount  claimed,  $62,181;  amount  awarded,  $31,203;  administrative  partial 
payment,  $5,000;  amount  reported,  $26,203. 


Sincerely, 


Robert  D;  Benson, 
Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force. 
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Department  of  the  Air  Force, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington ,  D.C.,  June  18,  1968. 

Hon.  Charles  J.  Zwick, 

Director,  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 

Washington,  D  C.  20503 

Dear  Mr.  Director:  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
2733  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force 
has  considered,  ascertained,  adjusted,  and  determined  in  an  amount 
in  excess  of  $5,000,  a  claim  for  property  damage  as  hereinafter  de¬ 
scribed  resulting  from  the  crash  of  a  United  States  Air  Force  aircraft 
on  an  authorized  training  flight. 

The  incident  which  gave  rise  to  the  claim  occurred  on  November  14, 
1967.  A  timely  claim  was  presented  in  writing  by  the  Okaloosa  County 
Airport  and  Industrial  Authority,  P.O.  Box  848,  Fort  Walton  Beach, 
Fla.  32548.  This  claim  is  for  damage  to  the  runway  at  Bob  Sikes 
Airport,  Crestview,  Fla.  The  claim  was  determined  to  be  meritorious 
in  the  amount  of  $7,927.18  and  the  claimant  has  agreed  in  writing  to 
accept  the  amount  found  due  in  full  satisfaction  and  final  settlement 
of  its  claim.  Accordingly,  the  amount  found  due  in  the  sum  of  $7,927.18 
is  hereby  certified  to  be  of  the  character  contemplated  by  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  2733  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  for  report  to  the 
Congress  for  its  consideration  and  appropriation  of  funds  for  the 
payment  thereof. 

A  brief  statement  of  the  character  of  the  claim,  the  amount  claimed, 
the  amount  of  the  award,  and  the  amount  reported  follows: 

On  November  14,  1967,  an  Air  Force  C-123  aircraft  on  an  authorized  training 
mission  was  making  a  practice  assault  landing  at  Bob  Sikes  Airport,  Crestview, 
Fla.  The  nose  of  the  craft  began  dropping  at  about  80  knots.  At  100  feet  altitude, 
the  nose  failed  to  come  up  and  the  aircraft  crashed  on  the  runway,  causing  damage 
in  the  firm  of  deep  grooves  and  ridges  in  the  asphalt  surface.  It  skidded  along  the 
runway  approximately  650  feet  and  dumped  gasoline  and  oil  onto  the  runway 
which  penetrated  the  asphalt  surface  to  a  depth  of  at  least  3  inches.  The  aircraft 
came  to  rest  at  the  end  of  the  runway  and  was  subsequently  completely  de¬ 
molished  by  the  fire.  The  damage  is  considered  to  have  accrued  incident  to  the 
noncombat  activities  of  the  Air  Force. 

Amount  claimed,  $7,927.18;  amount  awarded,  $7,927.18;  amount  reported, 
$7,927.18. 


Sincerely, 


Robert  D.  Benson, 

Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force. 


Department  of  the  Air  Force, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.,  July  8,  1968. 

Hon.  Charles  J.  Zwick, 

Director,  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 

Washington,  D.C.  20503 

Dear  Mr.  Director:  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
715  of  title  32,  United  States  Code,  this  Department  has  considered, 
ascertained,  adjusted,  and  determined  in  an  amount  in  excess  of  $5,000 
laim  for  property  damage  resulting  from  the  crash  of  an  F-100C 
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aircraft  of  the  177th  Tactical  Fighter  Group,  New  Jersey  Air  National 
Guard,  on  an  authorized  training  mission. 

The  incident  which  gave  rise  to  the  claim  occurred  on  November  23, 
1966.  A  timely  claim  was  presented  by  the  City  of  Egg  Harbor,  N.J., 
and  the  Board  of  Trustees,  Egg  Harbor  City  Cemetery  Association, 
134  Philadelphia  Avenue,  Egg  Harbor,  N.J.  08215,  on  behalf  of 
themselves,  jointly  and  severally,  and  on  behalf  of  all  known  and 
unknown  owners  of  cemetery  plots  located  within  the  boundaries  of 
the  cemetery.  The  claim  was  determined  to  be  meritorious  in  the 
amount  of  $17,119.53  and  claimants  have  agreed  in  writing  to  accept 
the  amount  found  due  in  full  satisfaction  and  final  settlement  of  their 
claim,  and  hold  harmless  the  United  States  from  any  and  all  claims 
arising  from  this  incident  from  any  plot  owners  assigns,  heirs  or  next 
of  kin.  Accordingly,  the  claim  is  hereby  certified  to  be  of  the  character 
contemplated  by  the  provisions  of  section  715  of  title  32,  United  States 
Code,  for  report  to  the  Congress  for  its  consideration  and  appropria¬ 
tion  of  funds  for  the  payment  thereof. 

A  brief  statement  of  the  character  of  the  claim,  the  amount  claimed, 
the  amount  of  the  award,  and  the  amount  reported  follows: 

On  November  23,  1966,  an  F-100C  aircraft  of  the  New  Jersey  Air  National 
Guard,  Atlantic  City,  N.J.,  was  preparing  for  a  landing  at  a  nearby  airfield  when 
it  sustained  a  malfunction.  The  pilot  ejected  from  the  plane  and  the  craft  exploded 
and  plummeted  into  Egg  Harbor  Cemetery,  creating  a  20  foot  crater,  disinterring 
bodies,  damaging  grave  markers  and  monuments  involving  more  than  50  plots, 
and  setting  fire  in  a  wooded  area  close  to  the  cemetery.  The  damage  is  said  to  have 
accrued  incident  to  noncombat  activities  of  the  Air  Force. 

Amount  claimed,  $20,496.53;  amount  awarded,  $17,119.53;  amount  reported, 
$17,119.53. 


Sincerely, 


Robert  D.  Benson, 

Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force. 


Department  of  the  Air  Force, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.,  July  10,  1968. 

Hon.  Charles  J.  Zwick, 

Director,  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 

|  Washington,  D.C.  20503 

Dear  Mr.  Director:  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
2734  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  this  Department  has  considered, 
ascertained,  adjusted,  and  determined  in  an  amount  in  excess  of 
$15,000,  a  claim  for  death  as  hereinafter  described  resulting  from  an 
automobile  accident. 

The  incident  which  gave  rise  to  the  claim  occurred  on  May  14, 
1966.  A  timely  claim  was  presented  by  Keiko  Nishimura,  a  Japanese 
national,  whose  address  is:  Kotobukiso  Apartment  House,  1-8-16, 
Showa-machi,  Akishima-shi,  Tokyo,  Japan.  The  claim  was  determined 
to  be  meritorious  in  the  amount  of  approximately  $23,042.82,  com¬ 
puted  at  the  rate  of  360  yen  to  $1.00.  It  is  certified  to  Congress  as  a 
legal  claim  for  payment  from  appropriations  made  by  Congress  there¬ 
for.  The  claimant  has  agreed  in  writing  to  accept  the  amount  found  due 
on  the  claim  in  full  satisfaction  and  final  settlement  of  her  claim. 


42 


A  brief  statement  of  the  character  of  the  claim,  the  amount  claimed, 
and  the  amount  awarded  follows: 


On  May  14,  1966,  after  an  evening  of  drinking,  a  Private  from  the  549th 
Quartermaster  Company,  U.S.  Army  Depot,  Japan,  and  a  friend  illegally  appro¬ 
priated  a  friend’s  car  and  drove  north  on  Route  16  in  Hashimoto  Town.  Simul¬ 
taneously,  a  truck  with  two  passengers  and  driver,  followed  by  a  car  with  four 
passengers  and  its  driver,  the  claimant’s  husband,  were  driving  south  on  the  same 
road.  On  approaching  a  curve,  the  Private  allowed  his  car  to  drift  into  the  oppo¬ 
site  lane.  The  truck  driver  swerved  and  avoided  a  collision,  but  the  Private  and 
his  companion  struct  the  car  behind  it  head-on.  Two  of  the  five  passengers  in  the 
Japanese  car  were  killed,  including  the  claimant’s  husband,  Hideo  Nishimura. 
Both  cars  were  demolished,  the  truck  substantially  damaged  and  a  wooden  fence 
destroyed.  The  approved  award  is  for  medical  treatment,  loss  of  future  income, 
funeral  expenses,  loss  of  companionship,  and  property  damage. 

Amount  claimed,  $36,656.84;  amount  awarded,  $23,042.82,  amount  reported, 
$23,042.82. 


Sincerely, 


Robert  D.  Benson, 

Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force. 


Department  of  the  Air  Force, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 

Washington,  D.C.,  July  10,  1968. 

Hon.  Charles  J.  Zwick, 

Director,  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 

Washington,  D  C.  20503 

Dear  Mr.  Director:  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
2734  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  this  Department  has  considered, 
ascertained,  adjusted,  and  determined  in  an  amount  in  excess  of 
$15,000,  a  claim  for  death  as  hereinafter  described  resulting  from  an 
automobile  accident. 

The  incident  which  gave  rise  to  the  claim  occurred  on  May  14,  1966, 
in  Hashimoto  Town,  Japan.  A  timely  claim  was  presented  by  Yoshiko 
Takada,  a  Japanese  national,  whose  address  is  90-1,  3-chome,  Kusa- 
gaelion-cho,  Fukuoka,  Japan,  c/o  Gyotoku,  Mitsuo.  The  claim  was 
determined  to  be  meritorious  in  the  amount  of  approximately 
$26,463.13,  computed  at  the  rate  of  360  yen  to  $1.00.  It  is  certified  to 
Congress  as  a  legal  claim  for  pajunent  from  appropriations  made  by 
Congress  therefor.  The  claimant  has  agreed  in  writing  to  accept  the 
amount  found  due  on  the  claim  in  full  satisfaction  and  final  settlement 
of  her  claim. 

A  brief  statement  of  the  character  of  the  claim,  the  amount  claimed, 
and  the  amount  allowed,  follows: 

On  May  14,  1966,  after  an  evening  of  drinking,  a  Private  from  the  549th 
Quartermaster  Company,  U.S.  Army  Depot,  Japan,  and  a  friend  illegally  ap¬ 
propriated  a  friend’s  car  and  were  driving  north  on  Route  16  in  Hashimoto  Town. 
At  the  same  time,  a  truck  and  a  car  were  coming  south  on  the  same  road.  On 
approaching  a  curve,  the  Army  Private  let  the  car  drift  right  over  the  center  line. 
He  avoided  a  collision  with  the  truck  but  struck  the  car  behind  it  head-on.  Two 
of  the  five  passengers  were  killed,  including  the  claimant’s  husband,  Wazo 
Takada.  Both  cars  were  demolished,  the  driver  and  all  passengers  were  injured, 
the  truck  substantially  damaged,  and  a  wooden  fence  belonging  to  another 
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national  was  also  damaged.  The  total  amount  approved  is  for  medical  treatment, 
lost  future  income,  funeral  expenses,  pain  and  suffering,  loss  of  companionship, 
and  property  damage. 

Amount  claimed,  $41,986.15;  amount  awarded,  $26,463.13;  amount  reported, 
$26,463.13. 


Sincerely, 


Robert  D.  Benson, 

Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force. 


Department  of  the  Air  Force, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.,  August  12,  1968. 

Hon.  Charles  J.  Zwick, 

Director,  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 

Washington,  D.C.  20503 

Dear  Mr.  Director:  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
715  of  title  32,  United  States  Code,  this  Department  has  considered, 
ascertained,  adjusted,  and  determined  in  an  amount  in  excess  of  $5,000, 
a  claim  for  property  damage  caused  by  a  member  of  the  Maryland  Air 
National  Guard  acting  within  the  scope  of  his  employment  while 
engaged  in  training  under  section  502  of  title  32,  United  States  Code. 

The  incident  which  gave  rise  to  the  claim  occurred  on  May  11,  1966. 
A  timely  claim  was  presented  by  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company, 
by  Mr.  John  B.  Prizer,  Vice  President  and  General  Counsel,  3 i 5 
Pennsylvania  Station,  Baltimore,  Maryland  21201.  The  claim  was 
determined  to  be  meritorious  in  the  amount  of  $7,067.13  and  the 
claimant  has  agreed  in  writing  to  accept  the  amount  found  due  in  full 
satisfaction  and  final  settlement  of  its  claim.  Under  the  authority  of 
section  715  of  title  32,  United  States  Code,  $5,000  of  the  approved 
award  has  been  administratively  paid.  Accordingly,  the  balance  of  the 
award  found  due  in  the  amount  of  $2,067.13  is  hereby  certified  to  be 
of  the  character  contemplated  by  the  provisions  of  section  715  of 
title  32,  United  States  Code,  for  report  to  the  Congress  for  its  con¬ 
sideration  and  appropriation  of  funds  for  the  payment  thereof. 

A  brief  statement  of  the  character  of  the  claim,  the  amount  claimed, 
the  amount  of  the  award,  and  the  amount  reported  follows: 


At  approximately  1800  hours  on  May  11,  1966,  four  Maryland  Air  National 
Guard  F-86  jet  aircraft  were  engaged  in  an  authorized  tow  target  training  mission 
in  the  vicinity  of  Cape  Henlopen,  Delaware,  when  the  aircraft  towing  the  target 
sustained  a  malfunction  in  the  towing  cable  reel  so  that  about  6  feet  of  the  cable 
remained  unreeled  after  the  target  broke  loose  and  fell  into  the  Atlantic  Ocean. 
This  pilot  then  returned  to  his  base  at  Martin  Airport,  Middle  River,  Maryland. 
As  he  made  a  final  approach  to  the  runway  the  tower  advised  that  sparks  were 
visible  from  power  lines  over  which  he  was  flying.  It  was  determined  that  the 
unreeled  steel  cable  made  contact  with  high  voltage  transmission  lines,  which  in 
turn  caused  a  power  surge  to  Pennsylvania  Railroad  equipment  located  at  the 
PEPCO’s  Benning  Road  Substation,  exploding  two  lightning  arrestors,  damaging 
electric  lines  and  disrupting  train  service  in  the  area  for  several  hours.  Claim  was 
made  for  repair  and  replacement  costs  only. 

Amount  claimed,  $7,067.13;  amount  awarded  $7,067.13;  administrative  partial 
payment,  $5,000;  amount  reported  $2,067.13. 


Sincerely, 


Robert  D.  Benson, 

Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force. 
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Department  of  the  Air  Force, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.,  September  23,  1968. 

Hon.  Charles  J.  Zwick, 

Director,  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 

Washington,  D.C.  20503 

Dear  Mr.  Director:  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
2733  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  the  Department  of  the  Air 
Force  has  considered,  ascertained,  adjusted,  and  determined  in  an 
amount  in  excess  of  $5,000,  a  claim  for  loss  of  mink  kits  and  breeders 
during  the  whelping  period  as  hereinafter  described  due  to  the  noise 
of  sonic  booms  from  United  States  Air  Force  supersonic  aircraft  on 
authorized  training  flights. 

The  incidents  which  gave  rise  to  the  claim  occurred  during  the 
period  from  April  26  through  May  22,  1967.  A  timely  claim  was 
presented  in  writing  by  Ugo  and  Ellen  Sue  Trabucco,  owners  and 
operators  of  the  Pacific  Fur  Farm,  Route  1,  Box  867,  Astoria,  Oregon 
97103.  The  claim  was  determined  to  be  meritorious  in  the  amount 
of  $5,167  and  the  claimants  have  agreed  in  writing  to  accept  the 
amount  found  due  in  full  satisfaction  and  final  settlement  of  their 
claim.  Under  the  authority  of  section  2733  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  $5,000  of  the  approved  award  has  been  administratively  paid. 
Accordingly,  the  balance  of  the  award  found  due  in  the  amount  of 
$167  is  hereby  certified  to  be  of  the  character  contemplated  by  the 
provisions  of  section  2733  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  for  report 
to  the  Congress  for  its  consideration  and  appropriation  of  funds  for 
the  payment  thereof. 

A  brief  statement  of  the  character  of  the  claim,  the  amount  claimed, 
the  amount  of  the  award,  and  the  amount  reported  follows: 


During  the  above  specified  period,  Air  Force  supersonic  aircraft  were  flown 
on  authorized  intercept  and  high  altitude  reconnaissance  training  flights  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  claimants’  mink  farm,  located  about  4  miles  southeast  of  Astoria, 
Oregon,  in  Clatsop  County.  The  sudden  and  unexpected  sonic  booms  and  noise 
from  the  low  level  subsonic  flights  caused  the  female  mink  breeders  to  become 
excited  and  consume  their  kits.  The  loss  of  477  mink  kits  is  considered  to  have 
accrued  incident  to  noncombat  activities  of  the  Air  Force. 

Amount  claimed,  $17,726.98;  amount  awarded,  $5,167;  administrative  partial 
payment,  $5,000;  amount  reported,  $167. 


Sincerely, 


Robert  D.  Benson, 

Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force. 


Department  of  the  Air  Force, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.,  September  23,  1968. 

Hon.  Charles  J.  Zwick, 

Director,  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 

Washington,  D.C.  20503 

Dear  Mr.  Director:  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
2733  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force 
has  considered,  ascertained,  adjusted,  and  determined  in  an  amount 
in  excess  of  $5,000,  a  claim  for  personal  injury  and  property  damage 
as  hereinafter  described  resulting  from  the  crash  of  a  United  States 
Air  Force  aircraft  on  an  authorized  routine  maintenance  check  flight. 
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The  incident  which  gave  rise  to  the  claim  occurred  on  October  3, 
1967.  A  timely  claim  was  presented  in  writing  by  the  claimants,  James 
H.  and  Norma  Jean  LaBrec,  759  Fowler  Street,  Raymond,  Washing¬ 
ton  98577.  The  claim  was  determined  to  be  meritorious  in  the  amount 
of  $5,823.11.  Claimants  have  agreed  in  writing  to  accept  the  amount 
found  due  them  in  full  satisfaction  and  final  settlement  of  their  claim. 

Claimants  were  paid  $1,000  as  an  emergency  payment  under  the 
provisions  of  section  2736  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  and  $4,000 
as  an  administrative  partial  payment  under  the  authority  of  section 
2733  of  title  10,  United  States  Code.  Accordingly,  the  balance  of  the 
award  found  due  in  the  amount  of  $823.11  is  hereby  certified  to  be 
of  the  character  contemplated  by  the  provisions  of  section  2733  of 
title  10,  United  States  Code,  for  report  to  the  Congress  for  its  consider¬ 
ation  and  appropriation  of  funds  for  the  payment  thereof. 

A  brief  statement  of  the  character  of  the  claim,  the  amount  claimed, 
the  amount  of  the  award,  and  the  amount  reported  follows : 


At  1130  hours  on  October  3,  1967,  an  Air  Force  F-106  aircraft,  on  an  author¬ 
ized  routine  maintenance  check  flight,  crashed  and  exploded  on  claimants’  prop¬ 
erty.  The  resulting  fire  engulfed  their  residence  destroying  most  of  their  personal 
property.  Mrs.  LaBrec  was  hit  on  the  left  foot  by  a  flying  projectile  and  suffered 
from  shock.  The  claim  for  uninsured  personal  property  and  personal  injury  is 
considered  to  have  accrued  incident  to  noncombat  activities  of  the  Air  Force. 

Amount  claimed,  $9,177.60;  amount  awarded,  $5,823.11;  emergency  payment, 
$1,000;  administrative  partial  payment,  $4,000;  amount  reported,  $823.11. 


Sincerely, 


Robert  D.  Benson, 
Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  oj  the  Air  Force. 


Treasury  Department, 

Fiscal  Service, 

Washington,  D.C.  20220,  September  26,  1968. 
Hon.  Charles  J.  Zwick, 

Director,  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 

Washington,  D.C.  20503 

Dear  Mr.  Zwick:  Under  regulations  issued  in  accord  with  the 
Federal  Tort  Claims  Act,  as  amended  by  Public  Law  89-506  (80  Stat. 
306),  and  pursuant  to  28  CFR  14.11,  a  claim  in  the  amount  of  $145,500 
as  illustrated  in  the  following  schedule  D  has  been  presented  to  this 
Department  for  payment.  It  is  requested  that  this  amount  be  estab¬ 
lished  in  an  appropriation  under  the  Treasury  Department. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Ernest  C.  Betts,  Jr., 

Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  for  Administration. 
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OTHER  CLAIMS 

Treasury  Department, 

Fiscal  Service, 

Washington,  D.C.  20220,  September  26,  1968. 

Hon.  Charles  J.  Zwick, 

Director,  Bureau  oj  the  Budget, 

Washington,  D.C.  20503 

Dear  Mr.  Zwick:  Awards  have  been  rendered  by  the  Indian 
Claims  Commission  aggregating  $31,991,367.59  as  illustrated  in  the 
following  schedule  A-l,  and  the  awards  have  been  presented  to  this 
Department  for  payment.  It  is  requested  that  this  amount  be  estab¬ 
lished  in  an  appropriation  under  the  Treasury  Department. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Ernest  C.  Betts, _  Jr., 

Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  for  Administration. 


) 


Schedule  A-l .-Awards  rendered  by  the  Indian  Claims  Commission  against  the  United  States-Treasury  Department,  Fiscal  Service,  Bureau 

of  Accounts 
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Treasury  Department, 
Washington,  D.C.  20220,  September  26,  1968. 
Hon.  Charles  J.  Zwick, 

Director,  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 

Washington,  D.C.  20503 

Dear  Mr.  Zwick:  The  Secretary  of  State  has  certified  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  that  a  fine  was  paid  to  a  foreign  govern¬ 
ment  by  the  owner  of  a  vessel  under  circumstances  set  forth  in  Public 
Law  83-680,  approved  August  27,  1954. 

This  act  provides  that  in  any  case  where  a  vessel  of  the  United 
States  is  seized  by  a  foreign  country  under  certain  conditions,  and 
a  fine  must  be  paid  in  order  to  secure  the  prompt  release  of  the  vessel 
and  crew,  the  owners  of  the  vessel  shall  be  reimbursed  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  in  the  amount  of  the  fine  actually  paid  as  certified 
to  him  by  the  Secretary  of  State. 

Based  on  the  certification  by  the  Secretary  of  State,  I  certify  that 
the  amount  due  the  claimant,  as  set  forth  below,  is  a  legal  claim  and 
recommend  it  be  submitted  to  Congress  for  appropriation  for  payment. 


Date 

Name  of  vessel 

Government 

Claimant 

Amount 

certified 
to  Treasury 

M/V  Ranger . . 

..  Ecuador. . 

..  Harbor  Boat  &  Yacht,  Inc . 

.  $9, 504 

Sept.  23, 1968 

Sincerely  yours, 


Ernest  C.  Betts,  Jr., 
Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  for  Administration . 


JUDGMENTS 

Treasury  Department, 

Fiscal  Service, 

Washington,  D.C.  20220,  September  27,  1968. 
Hon.  Charles  J.  Zwick, 

Director,  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 

Washington,  D.C.  20503 

Dear  Mr.  Zwick:  Judgments  over  $100,000,  which  have  been 
rendered  by  the  United  States  Court  of  Claims  and  the  United  States 
district  courts,  have  been  presented  to  this  Department  for  payment 
as  follows: 


U.S.  Court  of  Claims: 

Payable  from  the  general  fund  (Schedule  B) _ $1,  390,  607.  48 

U.S.  district  courts: 

Payable  from  the  general  fund  (Schedule  C) _  951,  905.  42 


Total _  2,  342,  512.  90 


An  appropriation  of  $2,342,512.90  is  hereby  requested,  together 
with  such  amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  pay  indefinite  interest  and 
costs.  We  understand  that  no  judgment  shall  be  paid  until  the  right 
of  appeal  has  expired. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Ernest  C.  Betts,  Jr., 

Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  for  Administration. 


dered  by  the  U.S.  Court  of  Claims  against  the  United  Slates— Treasury  Department,  Fiscal  Service, 
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Department  of  Transportation 


Schedule  C.— Judgments  over  $100,000  rendered  by  the  United  States  district  courts  against  the  United  States— Treasury  Department,  Fiscal 

Service,  Bureau  of  Accounts 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  _  cpfhmittee  reported  supplemental  appropriatio\bill.  Senate  debated 
iarm  tax-amortization  bill  and  GCC  exemption  from  expenditure  limitations.  House 
passed  dairymen* s yelass  I  base  plan  bill.  Senate  committee  voted  uo  report  supple¬ 
mental  appropriation  bill. 

HOUSE 


1.  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  H.  R.  20300,  making 
supplemental  appropriations,  1969  (H.  Kept.  1953 )(p«  H9588).  Attached  to 
this  Digest  is  a  table  showing  the  committe  action  compared  with  the  Budget 
request  on  items  for  this  Department.  The  following  are  excerpts  from  the 
committee  report: 

"The  accompanying  bill  includes  an  additional  $20,000,000  for  the  Food 
Stamp  Program.  This  will  provide  a  total  of  $ 2l;5,000,000,  the  full  amount 


proposed  for  this  program  in  the  1969  budget.  The  additional  funds  proposed 
will  enable  the  Department  to  extend  this  program  to  the  designated  food  stamp 
areas  now  waiting  to  begin  operations. 

"It  is  to  be  noted  that  the  bill  carries  a  provision  which  requires  that 
the  additional  expenditures  resulting  from  this  supplemental  appropriation  shall 
be  fully  offset  by  the  sale  of  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  notes  or  other 
assets  of  the  Department.  Tlds  language  is  included  to  prevent  further  expendi¬ 
ture  reductions  in  existing  programs  as  aresult  of  the  expansion  of  this  pro¬ 
gram." 

"The  full  supplemental  budget  request  of  $300,000  is  recommended  to  indemni¬ 
fy  farmers  whose  milk  is  removed  from  commercial  markets  because  of  residues  of 
chemicals  registered  and  approved  for  use  by  the  Federal  Government.  The  author¬ 
ity  for  these  payments  was  extended  through  June  30,  1970  by  Public  Law  90-U8U , 
approved  August  13,  1968. 

"The  bill  carries  language  to  assure  that  such  payments  are  not  made  to  any 
farmer  who  fails  willfully  to  follow  procedures  prescribed  by  the  Federal 
Government." 

"Section  1002,  on  page  12  of  the  bill,  would  grant  exemption  from  the  overalls 
expenditure,  lending,  obligational  and  loan  authority  ceilings  in  sections  202 
and  203  of  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1968  with  respect  to  the 
farm  price  support  program  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  and  with  respect 
to  grants  for  public  assistance  under  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  for  the  current  fiscal  year  1969.  The  object  is  to  preclude  disruptive 
cutbacks  in  governmental  programs — many  of  them  long-e s tab li shed — that  would,  on 
information  at  hand,  be  cut  some  20^  deeper  than  the  Congress  had  in  mind  last 
June  when  it  mandated’  a  $6  billion  reduction  in  expenditures  and  net  lending  from 
the  January  budget  estimates  for  1969.  The  whole  basis  of  the  figures  on  which 
Congress  acted  in  voting  the  overall  $6  billion  reduction  and  in  setting  the 
overall  ceiling  was  the  January  budget  estimate  for  1969. 

Specifically,  section  1002  would  grant  a  limited  exemption  of  not  more  than 
$907,000,000  above  the  January  budget  estimate  of  expenditures  and  net  lending 
for  farm  price  supports  and  a  limited  exemption  of  not  more  than  $560,000,000 
for  public  assistance  grants.  That  is,  the  overall  ceiling  of  $180,062,000,000 
in  section  202  of  the  expenditure  reduction  law  could  be  exceeded  to  the  extent  \ 
necessary,  but  by  not  to  exceed  these  two  amounts,  for  the  purposes  stated—  \ 

and  only  for  the  purposes  stated. 

"If  the  necessities  of  the  farm  price  support  program  and  the  public  assis¬ 
tance  program  do  not  require  up  to  the  full  amounts  of  the  overruns  permitted 
in  the  language  of  section  1002,  the  unneeded  amounts  would  not  be  available 
for  relaxation  of  expenditure  restraints  in  force  on  any  other  government  pro¬ 
gram.  On  the  contrary,  information  now  available  to  the  committee  suggests  the 
possibility,  if  not  a  reasonable  likelihood,  that  the  requirements  could  be 
even  greater  than  the  proposed  'overrun*  limitations  allow. 

"In  making  the  reductions  and  setting  the  ceilings  in  sections  202  and  203 
of  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act,  Congress  at  that  time  recognized 
the  relative  uncontrollability  of  expenditures  in  certain  programs  by  specifically 
exempting  from  the  ceilings  any  overruns  above  the  January  budget  amounts  for— 

•Special  Support  of  Vietnam  Operations, ' 

•Interest  Cost,* 

•Veterans  Benefits  and  Service^ '  and 
•Payments  From  Social  Security  Trust  Funds.' 
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’’Expenditures  for  farm  price  supports  and  public  assistance  grants  stand 
on  the  same  footing.  They  are  essentially  uncontrollable  through  the  annual 
budget  and  appropriation  process  because  they  are  fixed  and  determined  under 
provisions  in  various  basic  laws  which,  as  a  very  practical  matter,  cannot  be 
abrogated  or  effectively  controlled  through  the  annual  appropriation  b  11s. 

And  they  are  so  classified  in  the  January  budget,  on  page  l£,  along  with  the 
exempted  items  of  interest,  veterans  benefits  and  social  security. 

"As  was  the  case  with  the  original  exemptions  noted,  the  further  exemptions 
proposed  in  section  1002  do  not  impinge  in  any  way  upon  the  mandated  duetions 
of  at  least  $6  billion  in  expenditures  and  at  least  $10  billion  in  new  budget 
authority  proposed  in  the  January  budget.  Those  reductions  still  hold;  under 
the  law,  they  still  must  be  made. 

"Tee  House,  in  specific  bills,  has  already  made  reductions  os'  between  $12 
and  $13  billion  in  new  budget  authority  requests,  and  something  in  the  area  of 
3U  billion  in  expenditure  reductions.  Hi th  two  large  appropriation  bills  and 
certain  other  spending  bills  still  pending,  it  is  too  early  to  state  with 
precision,  but  there  is  every  indication  the  final  results  will  show  specific 
congressional  reductions  in  excess  tf  $10  billion  in  the  budget  authority 
requests.  On  expenditures  and  net  lending,  the  final  result  of  congressional 
actions  may  range  in  the  area  of  $3«3  to  $3,£  billion  in  reductions,  which  means 
that  the  President  will  have  tc  make  the  additional  reductions  necessary  to 
achieve  the  $6  billion  required  by  the  law* 

"In  the  absence  of  exemption  action,  about  $7.2  billion — per haps  even  more — 
in  reductions  would  be  necessary  in  order  to  offset  the  mandatory  overruns  on 
farm  price  supports  and  public  assistance  now  indicated  and  still  secure  the 
net  cut  of  $6  billion  in  non-exempted  areas.  According  to  the  Summer  Review 
of  the  1969  !  udget  issued  by  the  Executive  Branch  on  September  9,  failure  tc 
make  the  exemptions  in  section  1002  would  mean  that  the  offsetting  reductions 
would  be  disruptive,  and  even  disastrous,  to  many  of  the  well-established  pro¬ 
grams  of  the  Departments  of  Agriculture  and  Health,  Educ- tion,  and  Welfare 
that,  are  important  to  agriculture  and  to  the  people  and  the  economy  generally, 
including  the  consumer. 

"Thus,  section  1002  is  proposed  in  order  to  prevent  the  Revenue  and  Ex¬ 
penditure  Control  Act  from  requiring  a  37 *2  billion,  or  perhaps  even  larger, 
expenditure-net  lending  reduction,  i.nstead  of  the  $6  billion  intended  by  Con¬ 
gress,  and  in  order  to  meet  additional  unforeseen  problems.  And,  enactment  of 
section  1002  as  proposed  in  the  bill  should  enable  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
to  lift  its  restriction  against  new  starts  of  SOS  projects. 

"The  Committee  did  not  think  it  was  necessary  to  place  specific  dollar 
ceilings  on  the  new  obligational  and  loan  authority  side  of  the  two  exemptions 
in  section  1002.  As  noted,  in  specific  actions  in  the  appropriation  bills  and 
other  bills  having  impact  on  such  authority.  Congress  will  more  than  meet  the 
$10  billion  minimum  reduction  goal0  The  President,  under  section  202  of  the  law, 
will  have  to  make  additional  obligational  authority  reductions  in  order  to 
secure  the  remainder  of  the  $6  billion  expenditure  reduction,  and  it  may  be  that 
a  portion  would  fall  aga'nst  carryover  obligational  authority  as  well  as  some 
against  new  authority;  the  'mix’  is  in  the  discretion  of  the  President.  And  as 
to  the  farm  price  supports  portion,  the  added  amount  falls  in  the  permanent 
authority  category  of  contract  authorisation  not  requiring  annual  appropriation 
action.  The  immediate,  and  key  numbers  are  those  on  expenditures  and  net  lend¬ 
ing,  and  it  is  these  that  section  1002  would  limit  by  specific  dollar  amount 0" 


-  a  - 


h. 


Conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  Ii.  10707,  the  Defense  Department  appropriation 
biii.  1969,  and  H.  R.  19908,  the  foreign  aid  appropriation  bill,  1969 y  '"enate 
conferees  have  been  appointed  on  both  bills.  The  conferees  on  T*  R./T99 08 
were  X<yen  until  midnight,  Oct.  7,  to  file  a  report,  pp.  H95lU-l> 


2.  LADDS.  Parsed  as  reported  S.  3736,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  ol/Agri  culture 
to  sell  to^the  village  of  Central,  Ii.  Hex..,  certain  lands  whicj/are  now  ad¬ 
ministered  b^the  Department  of  Agriculture  through  the  Forcg/  Service*  p. 
U9919 


PERSONNEL.  Pas3ea\as  reported  Ii.  U.  1655>£>  to  amend  titla?  5>,  United  States 
Code,  to  expand  thkuse  of  the  U.  S.  Civil  Service  Commission's  revolving  fund 
to  include  tue  financing  of  all  reimbursable  services/perfcraed  by  the  Commis¬ 
sion  for  other  departments  and  agencies  cf  the  Government,  p.  H95>17 


POLLUTION.  Passed,  277-o\under  suspension  of  the/rules  S.  3206,  to  amend  the 

Federal  Hater  Pollution  Control  Act,  as  amended/  relating  to  tiie  control  of  ou^ _ 

and  hazardous  substnaces;  financing  th.e  cons  traction  of  waste  treatment  vd  rks; 
to  the  concuct  of  water  pollution  control  re^arch;  and  to  the  control  of  sewage 
from  vessels,  pp.  H9^22-U3 


3.  GUAH.  Passed  with  amendment  S.  17&3j  to /romote  the  economic  development  of 

Guam.  The  language  of  II.  il.  I5l5l,\a  snmllar  bill  passed  earlier  (279-0)  under 
suspension  of  the  rules,  was  substituted  for  that  of  S.  1763,  and  II.  R.  l£l5l 
was  tabled,  pp.  H93"U3-7 


DAIRY  PROGRAM.  Passed,  201-76,  mmer  suspension  of  the  rules  H.  R.  19910,  to 
amend  provisions  cf  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  relating  to  the 
class  I  dairy  program.  Rep.  Foley  exnlained\that  tnere  were  committee  amend¬ 
ments  which  would  (1)  require  that  additional  ^allowances  be  made  for  new 
producers  who  wish  to  come/xn  without  any  waiting  period  to  earn  a  base;  (2) 
delete  section  2,  which  deals  with  dues  checkoff  \or  promotion  research;  and 
(3)  insure  that  there  w/uld  be  individual  voting  iX  each  of  the  base  plan 
elections  authorized  under  the  bill;  and  that  the  amendments  were  included 
in  his  mi  tion  to  suspend  the  rules,  pp.  H9551-6 


7.  NOXIOUS  PLANTS.  P/ssed  under  suspension  of  the  rules  S.  2671,  to  provide  for 
the  control  of  noxious  plants  on  land  under  the  control  oi\.iurisdiction  of 
the  Federal  Oo/ernment.  pp.  H9556-8 


8.  TRAN SP0RTA TI0N .  Rep.  Schwengel  inserted  newspaper  articles  opposing  the  so- 
called  truckers  bill.  pp.  H9580-1 


9.  HEALTH .  /  Hep.  Van  Deerline  spoke  in  favor  of  H.  R.  10790,  the  proposal  Radiation 
Control  for  Health  and  Safety  Act.  p.  119515 


10.  LEG/S L ATI’1  !’  JhiOCESS.  Rep.  Hall  questioned  plans  to  consider  several  bilXs  which, 
N)/  indicated,  had  been  reported  by  tne  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee 
without  a  quorum  being  present.  The  Speaker  replied  that  the  bills  would 
considered  under  a  motion  which  would  suspend  all  rules,  pp.  H9515-6 


-1.  REPORTS.  Reps  Madden,  Smith  of  Iowa,  and  Bolton  inserted  reports  to  their 
jjo yue li^'s 3  including  items  cf  interest  to  this  Department,  pp.  H9568-70, 


3>.  Al^UEitlATIONS.  H.  R,  17023,  independent  offices 
1969 •  ^^ppcpyed  Oct,  k,  1968  (Public  Law  9(W 


appropriation  bill 
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COMMITTEE  HEARl^&T’OC T •  8: 

Suppler^ntrSlTar^propria tion  bill,  S,  Appropriations, 

TTfirir  points  of  order  against  supplemental  appropriations^biT 


.  Rules  (exec 


HOUSE  COMMITTEE  ACTION  ON  SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1968 


Budget 

Agency  and  Item  Estimates 


Extension  Service: 

To  provide  extension  service 

to  D.  C . . . $150,000 

Consumer  and  Marketing  Service: 

Poultry  inspection  . . 2,000,000 

Food  stamp  program  . . .....90,000,000 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority: 

Amendments  to  the  Commodity 

Exchange  Act . 600,000 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Service: 

Indemnity  payments  to  dairy  farmers.,,..  300,000 

Farmers  Home  Administration: 

Salaries  and  expenses  . 1,325,000 

Self-help  housing  land  development  fund.  1,000,000 

Mutual  and  self-help  housing .  2,700,000 

Housing  for  rural  trainees .  4,500,000 

Total  . . 102,575,000 


Recommended  in 
the  Committee  Bill 


$20,000,000 


300,000 


20,300,000 


90th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  J  Report 
2d  Session  j  j  No.  1953 


SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1969 


October  7,  196S. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  ou  the 
State  of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Mahon,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations, 
submitted  the  following 

)  REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  20300] 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations  submits  the  following  report  in 
explanation  of  the  accompanying  bill  making  supplemental  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  estimates  on  which  the  bill  is  based  are  contained  in  House 
Document  No.  393,  plus  two  items  in  House  Document  No.  318,  on 
which  earlier  action  was  deferred  for  one  reason  or  another.  Details 
are  contained  in  the  various  chapters  of  the  report. 

Scope  and  Summary  of  the  Bill 

Estimates  of  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  considered  total 
$270,679,907  ($259,327,907  in  H.  Doc.  393,  and  $11,352,000  in  H. 
Doc.  318),  against  which  the  committee  recommends  $101,780,907,  a 
reduction  of  $168,S99,000,  or  about  60  percent. 

|  The  $85  million  appropriation  requested  to  liquidate  contract  au¬ 
thority  in  the  recently  enacted  Redwoods  bill  (not  counted  as  new 
budget  authority)  has  been  cut  by  $39  million,  as  explained  in  chapter 
IV  of  this  report. 

Requests  totaling  $157,500,000  for  annual  limitations  on  contract 
authority  in  connection  with  certain  housing  programs  have  been 
reduced  by  $125  million,  as  explained  in  chapter  III  of  this  report. 

Several  requested  increases  in  administrative  expenditure  limita¬ 
tions,  totaling  $5,847,000,  out  of  funds  previously  available,  have  been 
reduced  by  $2,347,000. 

Two  transfers  requested  between  appropriations,  totaling  $875,000, 
have  been  cut  by  $575,000. 

Requests  involving  District  government  rather  than  Federal  funds, 
totaling  $11,644,900,  have  been  reduced  by  $1,021,500. 

(l) 


98-006 
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House  Document  No.  393,  of  October  3,  contains  this  statement: 

The  additional  funds  requested  will  not  cause  any  of  the 
limitations  in  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of 
1968  to  be  exceeded.  Amounts  requested  were  included  with¬ 
in  the  totals  of  the  summer  review  of  the  1969  budget  issued 
on  September  9,  1968. 

It  is  tentatively  estimated  that  the  budget  propositions  considered 
by  the  committee,  including  the  request  for  liquidation  cash,  would 
probably  have  involved  about  $303  million  in  expenditures  during 
fiscal  1969 — somewhat  higher  than  the  new  budget  (obligational) 
authority  estimates  because  appropriations  to  liquidate  previously 
granted  contract  authority  involve  expenditures  but  are  not  counted 
as  new  budget  authority.  Because  of  this,  and  the  offset  language 
provided  in  the  bill  relating  to  the  food  stamp  program,  expenditure 
reductions  resulting  from  committee  actions  on  these  various  requests 
are  roughly  estimated  to  approximate  $174  million,  or  slightly  greater 
than  the  reduction  in  new  obligational  authority. 


COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  NEW  BUDGET  (OBLIGATIONAL)  AUTHORITY  ESTIMATES  AND  AMOUNTS 

RECOMMENDED  IN  THE  BILL 
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1  $269,327,907  in  H.  Doc.  393;  and  $11,362,000  lor  2  items  in  H.  Doc.  318,  relating  to  the  Departments  of  Agriculture  and  Interior. 


CHAPTER  I 


SUBCOMMITTEE 

JAMIE  L.  WHITTEN,  Mississippi,  Chairman 

WILLIAM  H.  NATCIiER,  Kentucky  ROBERT  H.  MICHEL,  Illinois 
W.  R.  HULL,  Jr.,  Missouri  ODIN  LANGEN,  Minnesota 

THOMAS  G.  MORRIS,  New  Mexico 
GEORGE  E.  SHIPLEY,  Illinois 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Consumer  and  Marketing  Service 

FOOD  STAMP  PROGRAM 

The  accompanying  bill  includes  an  additional  $20,000,000  for  the 
Food  Stamp  Program.  This  will  provide  a  total  of  $245,000,000,  the 
full  amount  proposed  for  this  program  in  the  1969  budget.  The  addi¬ 
tional  funds  proposed  will  enable  the  Department  to  extend  this 
program  to  the  designated  food  stamp  areas  now  waiting  to  begin 
operations. 

It  is  to  be  noted  that  the  bill  carries  a  provision  which  requires 
that  the  additional  expenditures  resulting  from  this  supplemental 
appropriation  shall  be  fully  offset  by  the  sale  of  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  notes  or  other  assets  of  the  Department.  This  language 
is  included  to  prevent  further  expenditure  reductions  in  existing  pro¬ 
grams  as  a  result  of  the  expansion  of  this  program. 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service 

INDEMNITY  PAYMENTS  TO  DAIRY  FARMERS 

The  full  supplemental  budget  request  of  $300,000  is  recommended 
|to  indemnify  farmers  whose  milk  is  removed  from  commercial  markets 
because  of  residues  of  chemicals  registered  and  approved  for  use  by 
the  Federal  Government.  The  authority  for  these  payments  was 
extended  through  June  30,  1970  by  Public  Law  90-484,  approved 
August  13,  1968. 

The  bill  carries  language  to  assure  that  such  payments  are  not  made 
to  any  farmer  who  fails  willfully  to  follow  procedures  prescribed  by 
the  Federal  Government. 
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COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  NEW  BUDGET  (OBLIGATIONAL)  AUTHORITY  ESTIMATES  AND  AMOUNTS 

RECOMMENDED  IN  THE  BILL 
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CHAPTER  II 


SUBCOMMITTEE 

WILLIAM  H.  NATCHER,  Kentucky,  Chairman 

ROBERT  N.  GIAIMO,  Connecticut  GLENN  R.  DAVIS,  Wisconsin 
EDWARD  J.  PATTEN,  New  Jersey  JOSEPH  M.  McDADE,  Pennsylvania. 
DAVID  PRYOR,  Arkansas  DONALD  W.  RIEGLE,  Jr.,  Michigan 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 
Federal  Funds 

The  Committee  recommends  the  appropriation  of  $7,902,000  for 
Loans  to  the  District  of  Columbia  for  capital  outlay,  of  which  $3,150,000 
is  to  finance  the  rail  rapid  transit  program  and  $4,752,000  is  for  other 
public  works  projects  recommended  for  capital  outlay  as  set  out  below. 

District  of  Columbia  Funds 

OPERATING  EXPENSES 

A  total  of  $33,400  is  recommended  for  the  two  appropriations  under 
this  heading  which  is  $361,500  less  than  requested.  The  amount  allowed 
will  be  financed  from  general  revenues  of  the  District. 

General  operating  expenses.— The  bill  includes  $5,500  for  space  rental 
which  will  permit  District  officials  to  enter  into  a  lease  agreement  for 
facilities  to  house  a  second  detoxification  unit  for  the  treatment  of 
alcoholics. 

The  Committee  has  denied  the  $305,000  requested  for  the  initial 
establishment  of  five  Neighborhood  Service  Centers,  following  the 
general  premise  that  new  programs  should  not  be  established  through 
the  supplemental  approach. 

Settlement  of  claims  and  suits. — The  Committee  has  approved  the 
sum  of  $27,900  requested  for  the  payment  of  claims  in  excess  of  $250 
that  have  been  settled  by  the  Corporation  Counsel  and  approved  by 
the  Commissioner. 

CAPITAL  OUTLAY 

A  total  of  $10,590,000  is  recommended  which  along  with  the  repro¬ 
gramming  of  previously  appropriated  funds  will  provide  $11,250,000, 
the  full  amount  requested.  The  Federal  loan  of  $7,902,000  mentioned 
earlier  will  finance  the  portion  of  the  projects  requiring  expenditures 
during  fiscal  year  1969,  the  remaining  $2,688,000  being  deferred,  until 
1970,  as  proposed  in  the  supplemental  budget  estimate. 

Public  Works. — The  Committee  recommends  $6,766,000,  plus  the 
reprogramming  of  $660,000  of  previously  appropriated  funds,  a  total 
of  $7,426,000,  for  planning  and  construction  of  community  facilities 
for  the  Fort  Lincoln  Urban  Renewal  Project  (site  of  the  former 
National  Training  School  for  Boys). 

(7) 
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The  bill  also  includes  additional  appropriations  of  $415,000  for  the 
Benning  Elementary  School  Replacement  and  $259,000  for  a  new 
elementary  school,  Payne  Cemetery  location,  made  necessary  due  to 
changes  in  site  locations. 

Rail  Rapid  Transit. — An  appropriation  of  $3,150,000  is  recom¬ 
mended  for  the  Washington  Metropolitan  Area  Transit  Authority 
to  enable  orderly  progress,  short  of  construction,  on  the  authorized 
basic  transit  system  within  the  District  of  Columbia.  The  Com¬ 
mittee’s  position,  that  there  is  a  place  for  both  a  freeway  system 
and  a  rapid  transit  system  in  the  Capital  City,  is  still  unchanged. 
The  problems  relating  to  freeway  construction  have  not  been  re¬ 
solved  and  the  same  situation  exists  as  at  the  time  the  regular  bill 
was  considered  and  District  funds  for  subway  construction  were 
denied.  The  appropriation  recommended  in  the  accompaning  bill 
will  provide  the  District’s  share  for  engineering  and  design,  rights-of- 
way  and  land,  and  reimbursements  and  jointly  undertaken  preparatory 
projects  as  justified  to  the  Committee  on  October  4,  1968.  None  of 
the  funds  recommended  are  to  be  used  for  any  construction  on  the 
transit  system.  As  soon  as  the  freeway  program  gets  underway, 
beyond  recall,  consideration  will  be  given  to  the  granting  of  con¬ 
struction  funds. 

COMMISSION  ON  THE  REVISION  OF  THE  CRIMINAL 
LAWS  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

Salaries  and  expenses. — The  Committee  again  does  not  recommend 
the  $150,000  requested  for  the  expenses  of  this  Commission. 
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COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  NEW  BUDGET  (OBLIGATIONAL)  AUTHORITY  ESTIMATES  AND  AMOUNTS 

RECOMMENDED  IN  THE  BILL 
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CHAPTER  III 


SUBCOMMITTEE 

JOE  L.  EVINS,  Tennessee,  Chairman 
EDWARD  P.  BOLAND,  Massa-  CHARLES  R.  JONAS,  North  Car- 

CHUSETTS  OLINA 

GEORGE  E.  SHIPLEY,  Illinois  WILLIAM  E.  MINSIIALL,  Ohio 
ROBERT  N.  GIAIMO,  Connecticut  LOUIS  C.  WYMAN,  New  Hamp- 
JOHN  O.  MARSH,  Jr.,  Virginia  shire 

DAVID  PRYOR,  Arkansas  BURT  L.  TALCOTT,  California 

INDEPENDENT  OFFICES 
Federal  Trade  Commission 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

The  Committee  considered  two  items  of  special  interest  to  con¬ 
sumers,  a  request  of  $400,000  for  the  Federal  Trade  Commission  and 
$375,000  for  studies  by  the  National  Commission  on  Consumer  Fi¬ 
nance.  Both  of  these  relate  to  activities  recently  authorized  by  the 
Consumer  Credit  Protection  Act  of  1968. 

The  Federal  Trade  Commission  is  given  widespread  new  responsi¬ 
bilities  over  about  44  percent  of  total  consumer  credit  commencing 
July  1,  1969,  when  the  truth-in-lending  provisions  become  effective. 
This  will  require  some  advance  staffing  and  implementation,  and 
$200,000  is  recommended  by  the  Committee  for  this  purpose. 

No  funds  are  recommended  at  this  time  for  the  National  Com¬ 
mission  on  Consumer  Finance.  Its  report  and  recommendations  are 
not  due  until  1971  and  there  will  be  ample  time  for  full  consideration 
of  the  requirements  of  the  Commission  in  the  regular  annual  budget 
next  year. 

General  Services  Administration 

CONSTRUCTION,  PUBLIC  BUILDINGS  PROJECTS 

The  Committee  has  allowed  language  as  proposed  in  a  budget 
amendment  to  permit  $6,000,000  of  previously  appropriated  funds  to 
be  used  for  construction  of  the  substructure  of  a  new  courthouse 
and  Federal  office  building  in  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania.  This  project 
was  authorized  in  1961  and  planning  funds  were  provided  in 
1962.  The  project  is  designed  for  a  specific  site  to  be  donated  by  the 
city  of  Philadelphia,  which  may  be  used  for  other  purposes  if  con¬ 
struction  is  deferred.  This  would  increase  the  cost  of  the  project 
substantially.  The  use  of  funds  previously  appropriated  in  this  in¬ 
stance  represents  a  transfer  of  funds  and  no  appropriation  is  required 
at  this  time. 


(ID 
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Securities  and  Exchange  Commission 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

The  Committee  has  denied  the  request  for  an  additional  $200,000 
for  a  study  of  institutional  investors  and  the  effect  of  their  trans¬ 
actions  on  the  securities  markets.  The  regular  bill  already  contains 
$100,000  to  be  used  to  begin  such  institutional  investment  studies, 
and  the  Committee  will  be  pleased  to  give  full  consideration  to  the 
additional  requirements  of  this  item  in  the  regular  budget  next  year. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT 

The  budget  estimates  include  fifteen  items  of  appropriation  and 
limitation  for  new  programs  authorized  recently  by  the  Housing  and 
Urban  Development  Act  of  1968  and  other  legislation.  The  Committee 
endorses  the  fundamental  objective  of  the  new  housing  act  for  “a 
decent  home  and  a  suitable  living  environment  for  every  American 
family.”  Some  of  the  new  programs  are  worthy  of  consideration  now, 
but  the  Committee  is  not  impressed  with  the  necessity  for  urgency 
in  all  the  programs  at  this  time.  Funding  is  therefore  recommended 
only  for  those  considered  most  urgent  as  set  forth  below. 

Mortgage  Credit 

HOMEOWNERSHIP  AND  RENTAL  HOUSING  ASSISTANCE 

Section  235  of  the  recent  housing  authorization  adds  a  new  section 
to  FHA  programs  extending  the  benefits  of  homeownership  to  lower 
income  families.  Section  236  authorizes  a  similar  program  of  housing 
assistance  for  rental  housing  for  such  families.  Under  these  new  pro¬ 
grams,  homes  or  projects  for  lower  income  persons  would  be  financed 
at  the  FHA  market  rate  of  interest,  and  HUD  would  make  assistance 
payments  sufficient  to  reduce  the  interest  costs  on  the  mortgages  to 
one  percent. 

The  budget  estimates  include  a  request  to  contract  for  $75,000,000 
in  annual  payments  in  each  of  the  programs  during  the  first  year,  and 
an  appropriation  of  $11,500,000  for  payments  that  may  be  required 
pursuant  to  such  contracts  in  1969. 

The  Committee  proposes  a  more  modest  start  and  recommends 
total  annual  contract  authority  of  $30,000,000  for  the  two  programs, 
which  will  enable  HUD  to  contract  for  an  estimated  40,600  units. 
An  appropriation  of  $5,000,000  is  provided  for  payments  that  may  be 
required  this  fiscal  year  on  such  contracts. 

The  nonadministrative  expense  limitation  of  the  Federal  Housing 
Administration  is  increased  by  $3,500,000  to  make  provision  for 
necessary  staff  to  administer  these  new  programs. 

Department  Management 

FAIR  HOUSING  PROGRAM 

An  appropriation  of  $1,000,000  is  recommended  for  additional 
staff  to  assist  in  carrying  out  responsibilities  assigned  to  the  Secretary 
by  Title  VIII  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1968.  This  is  $7,000,000  less 
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than  the  sum  requested.  The  department  has  been  administering 
activities  in  this  general  area  for  some  time,  primarily  pursuant  to 
executive  orders,  but  its  responsibilities  have  been  increased  by  the 
recent  legislation. 

Renewal  and  Housing  Assistance 

COLLEGE  HOUSING 

The  new  housing  act  provides  authorization  for  a  new  program 
of  annual  interest  reduction  grants  to  colleges  which  is  designed  to 
reduce  the  cost  of  borrowing  in  the  private  market  for  constructing 
college  housing  and  related  facilities.  This  new  approach  to  financing 
for  college  housing  provides  an  alternative  to  the  use  of  direct  Federal 
loans. 

The  budget  proposes  contract  authority  of  $7,500,000  for  such 
annual  debt  service  grants  and  the  Committee  recommends  $2,500,000. 
It  is  expected  that  a  certain  number  of  loans  will  continue  to  require 
direct  Federal  funding.  The  full  contract  authorization  requested 
would  therefore  not  be  utilized  under  current  budget  restrictions. 

An  increase  of  $500,000  is  provided  for  administrative  expenses 
related  to  new  programs  of  renewal  and  housing  assistance  contained 
m  the  recent  authorization,  which  is  $750,000  below  the  budget 
estimate. 
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CHAPTER  IV 


SUBCOMMITTEE 

JULIA  BUTLER  HANSEN,  Washington,  Chairman 

MICHAEL  J.  KIRWAN,  Ohio  BEN  REIFEL,  South  Dakota 

JOHN  O.  MARSH,  Jr.,  Virginia  JOSEPH  M.  McDADE,  Pennsylvania 
JOHN  J.  FLYNT,  Jr.,  Georgia  WENDELL  WYATT,  Oregon 
CHARLES  S.  JOELSON,  New  Jersey 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

EDUCATION  AND  WELFARE  SERVICES 

The  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $500,000,  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  $10,252,000  below  the  budget  estimate. 

The  amount  provided  is  for  scholarship  aid  for  Indian  college 
students  who  would  otherwise  be  unable  to  continue  their  education. 

Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation 

LAND  AND  WATER  CONSERVATION 

The  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $55,500,000,  a 
reduction  of  $39,050,000  below  the  budget  estimate. 

The  amount  provided  includes  $46,000,000  to  liquidate  a  portion  of 
the  obligations  incurred  as  a  result  of  the  legislative  taking  of  right, 
title,  and  interest  in  certain  real  property  within  the  boundaries  of 
the  Redwood  National  Park,  California,  as  provided  in  Public  Law  90- 
545,  approved  October  2,  1968;  $7,000,000  for  acquisition  of  private 
real  property  in  the  park  not  affected  by  the  legislative  taking  to  begin 
immediately;  and  $2,500,000  for  payment  of  deficiencies  in  judgment 
in  land  acquisition  cases  for  Cape  Hatteras  National  Seashore,  North 
Carolina,  as  authorized  in  Public  Law  90-326,  approved  June  4,  1968. 

The  Committee’s  action  on  the  budget  request  for  the  Redwood 
National  Park  is  based  on  testimony  developed  during  the  hearing 
which  indicated  that  the  budget  estimate  was  merely  a  request  for  the 
total  amount  of  the  authorized  funds  for  this  project.  It  was  apparent 
that  no  consideration  had  been  given  to  possible  savings  in  cash  outlay 
as  a  result  of  land  exchange  provisions  included  in  Public  Law  90-545. 
It  is  stated  in  the  conference  report  on  this  bill  (House  Report  No. 
1890) :  "In  view  of  these  two  provisions  of  the  bill,  it  is  expected  that 
the  cash  outlay  required  for  the  park  will  be  considerably  below  the 
$92,000,000  mentioned  above.  This  means,  of  course,  that  use  of  the 
exchange  authority  is  not  to  be  subordinated  to  use  of  the  cash- 
acquisition  authority.  Not  only  will  the  consummation  of  exchanges 
reduce  the  Government’s  cash  outflow  but  it  will  carry  out  the  purpose 
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for  which  it  is  being  granted — viz,  to  'minimize  economic  dislocation 
and  the  disruption  of  *  *  *  of  commercial  operations’  in  the  chief 
industry  of  the  locality.”  Testimony  developed  during  the  hearing  also 
indicated  that  at  this  time  administration  officials  have  had  no  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  make  a  realistic  and  factual  estimate  of  land  acquisition 
costs.  In  the  opinion  of  the  Committee,  the  amount  provided  in  this 
bill  will  be  sufficient  to  accommodate  actual  fund  requirements  until  a 
more  precise  request  can  be  included  in  the  budget  estimate  for  the 
1970  fiscal  year. 

Upon  determination  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  that  the  total 
amount  of  liquidating  cash  is  not  required,  the  unused  balance  shall 
be  available  for  the  acquisition  of  small  tracts. 

Included  in  the  amount  requested  for  the  Redwood  National  Park 
acquisition  was  $4,207,000  and  10  permanent  positions  for  necessary 
costs  related  to  land  acquisition.  The  Committee  has  approved 
$3,000,000  and  5  positions  for  this  activity. 

The  $50,000  reduction  recommended  in  the  amount  requested  for 
Cape  Hatteras  National  Seashore  is  based  on  reduced  interest  costs 
accruing  if  payment  of  these  claims  is  made  by  December  31,  1968. 
The  budget  estimate  included  interest  costs  through  June  30,  1969. 
Any  additional  interest  cost  accruing  in  excess  of  the  amount  pro¬ 
vided  in  this  bill  shall  be  absorbed  from  available  funds. 

National  Park  Service 

MANAGEMENT  AND  PROTECTION 

The  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $100,000,  a 
reduction  of  $96,000  below  the  budget  estimate,  to  provide  for  manage¬ 
ment,  forestry  and  fire  control  in  the  Redwood  National  Park  author¬ 
ized  by  Public  Law  90-545. 

Maintenance  and  Rehabilitation  of  Physical  Facilities 

The  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $50,000,  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  $44,000  below  the  budget  estimate,  to  provide  for  maintenance 
of  existing  roads,  trails  and  beaches  in  the  Redwood  National  Park 
authorized  by  Public  Law  90-545. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  WELFARE 

Public  Health  Service 

HEALTH  SERVICES 

CONSTRUCTION  OF  INDIAN  HEALTH  FACILITIES 

The  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $3,350,000,  a 
reduction  of  $888,000  below  the  budget  estimate,  to  provide  water 
and  sewage  facilities  for  new  housing  or  in  conjunction  with  improve¬ 
ments  to  existing  housing  under  programs  of  the  Department  of 
Housing  and  Urban  Development  and  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 


COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  NEW  BUDGET  (OBLIGATIONAL)  AUTHORITY  ESTIMATES  AND  AMOUNTS 

RECOMMENDED  IN  THE  BILL 


1  Not  to  exceed  this  amount  of  the  total  repayable  advance. 
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CHAPTER  V 


SUBCOMMITTEE 

DANIEL  J.  FLOOD,  Pennsylvania,  Chairman 

WILLIAM  H.  NATCIIER,  Kentucky  MELVIN  R.  LAIRD,  Wisconsin 
NEAL  SMITH,  Iowa  ROBERT  H.  MICHEL,  Illinois 

W.  R.  HULL,  Jr.,  Missouri  GARNER  E.  SHRIVER,  Kansas 

BOB  CASEY,  Texas 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  WELFARE 
Social  and  Rehabilitation  Service 

JUVENILE  DELINQUENCY  PREVENTION  AND  CONTROL 

The  bill  includes  $5,000,000,  a  reduction  of  $14,200,000  from  the 
request,  to  initiate  the  program  authorized  by  the  Juvenile  Delin¬ 
quency  Prevention  and  Control  Act  of  1968  (P.L.  90-445,  approved 
July  31,  1968).  The  request  included  funds  for  program  operations  as 
well  as  for  planning. 

The  Committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  program  operations  should  be 
funded  only  at  a  minimal  level  until  planning  has  been  more  nearly 
completed  and  the  plans  for  the  program  may  be  reviewed  by  the 
Congress. 

The  bill  includes  language  which  sets  limits  on  funds  that  may  be 
granted  to  the  States  and  territories  of  $50,000  to  each  State,  including 
the  District  of  Columbia  and  Puerto  Rico,  and  $12,500  for  each  of  the 
Territories.  This  is  half  of  the  annual  minimum  prescribed  in  the 
authorizing  act  and  is  included  in  the  bill  because  it  is  obvious  that 
approximately  half  of  the  year  will  have  expired  before  the  funds  can 
be  allocated  and  be  put  to  use. 

As  authorized  and  requested,  the  recommended  appropriation  in¬ 
cludes  $650,000  to  support  studies,  analyses  and  other  activities  of  the 
President’s  Commission  on  the  Causes  and  Prevention  of  Violence. 

(21) 
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CHAPTER  VI 


SUBCOMMITTEE 


GEORGE  W.  ANDREWS,  Alabama,  Chairman 


TOM  STEED,  Oklahoma 
MICHAEL  J.  KIRWAN,  Ohio 
SIDNEY  R.  YATES,  Illinois 
BOB  CASEY,  Texas 


ODIN  LANGEN,  Minnesota 
BEN  REIFEL,  South  Dakota 
MARK  ANDREWS,  North  Dakota 
LOUIS  C.  WYMAN,  New  Hampshire 


LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH 


$432,211  is  proposed  in  this  chapter  of  the  bill  for  the  Legislative 
Branch,  including  $60,000  for  the  customary  gratuity  provision  upon 
the  death  of  a  Member.  Two  instances  are  involved. 


House  of  Representatives  and  Joint  Iiems 


Including  the  two  gratuity  items,  $232,211  is  recommended  for 
the  House  and  for  certain  joint  items.  One  item,  $145,000,  relates  to 
costs  of  stenographic  reporting  of  committee  hearings  by  contract 
reporters  occasioned  partly  by  the  fact  that  some  of  the  regular  1969 
appropriation  for  this  purpose  had  to  be  transferred  back  to  the  fiscal 
1968  account  to  fill  out  the  necessities,  and  partly  by  the  fact  that,  at 
current  per  page  prices  and  recent  volume  experience,  the  balance 
left  in  the  1969  account  will  probably  not  be  sufficient  to  the  require¬ 
ments. 

Another  item,  $8,630  for  the  Joint  Committee  on  Defense  Produc¬ 
tion,  is  to  fill  out— at  the  request  of  the  chairman  of  the  joint  com¬ 
mittee — the  unappropriated  portion  of  the  annual  authorization. 
The  regular  appropriation  is  $91,370.  Public  Law  90-370,  approved 
July  1,  1968,  raised  the  authorization  ceiling  to  $100,000. 

The  other  item,  $18,581  for  costs  to  the  District  Government  of 
operating  the  page  school,  responds  to  additional  pay  raise  costs 
occasioned  by  Public  Law  90-319 — costs  that  were  not  included  in 
the  $94,579  appropriation  in  the  regular  bill. 


Library  of  Congress 


$200,000  is  included  to  enable  the  Library  to  enter  into  agreement 
with  the  General  Services  Administration  for  rental  of  additional 
outside  space  as  a  further  stop-gap  solution  to  the  ever-present  over¬ 
crowding  in  the  two  library  buildings.  The  regular  bill  for  the  Library 
for  1969  included  $613,000  for  space  rentals,  some  $440,500  of  which 
is  now  committed  to  other  space,  leaving  $172,000  which  together 
with  the  $200,000  supplemental  is  estimated  to  supply  enough  funds 
to  rent  about  175,000  square  feet  of  space — some  for  6  months  and 
some  for  4  months  of  the  fiscal  year — to  relocate  the  Copyright  Office 
and  the  Geography  and  Map  Division.  This  would  require  some 
annualization  increase  in  the  1970  Library  budget,  but  not  fully 
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because  under  the  standard  procedure  GSA  would  begin  to  budget 
for  some  of  the  space  presently  being  charged  to  this  appropriation. 

All  of  this  comes  on  top  of  about  $409,000  in  rental  and  operating 
costs  currently  in  GSA’s  budget  for  three  other  pieces  of  space  being 
used  by  the  Library  outside  its  two  main  buildings. 

As  the  Committee  has  mentioned  a  number  of  times  in  connection 
with  the  annual  bill,  in  the  nature  of  the  case,  a  library  grows;  it 
accumulates  materials.  It  is  thus  inevitable  that  its  collections,  the 
demands  for  service,  and  its  volume  of  w'ork  more  or  less  steadily 
mounts.  It  has  been  said  that  the  Library  needs  roughly  44,000 
additional  square  feet  of  space  each  year.  There  is  a  great  and  growing 
need  for  a  third  building. 


COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  NEW  BUDGET  (OBLIGATIONAL)  AUTHORITY  ESTIMATES  AND  AMOUNTS 

RECOMMENDED  IN  THE  BILL 
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PUBLIC  WORKS 


SUBCOMMITTEE 

MICHAEL  J.  KIR  WAN,  Ohio,  Chairman 

JOE  L.  EVINS,  Tennessee  JOHN  J.  RHODES,  Arizona 

EDWARD  P.  BOLAND,  Massachusetts  GLENN  R.  DAVIS,  Wisconsin 
JAMIE  L.  WHITTEN,  Mississippi  HOWARD  W.  ROBISON, 

THOMAS  G.  MORRIS,  New  York 

New  Mexico 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
Bureau  of  Reclamation 

UPPER  COLORADO  RIVER  STORAGE  PROJECT 

The  Committee  has  deferred  without  prejudice  consideration  of  the 
budget  estimate  of  $2,700,000  for  payment  of  contractor  claims  on  the 
Morrow  Point  Dam  and  Powerplant  of  the  Curecanti  Unit,  Colorado. 
Congress  only  recently  appropriated  the  full  budget  request  of  $25,- 
673,000  for  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  which  together 
with  transfers  and  carryover  funds  will  provide  a  total  of  $33,393,000 
for  the  current  fiscal  year.  The  Committee  plans  to  review  the  actual 
obligation  experience  under  this  appropriation  item  early  next  session 
when  it  will  be  possible  to  determine  more  accurately  the  extent  of 
any  additional  funding  requirements  for  the  balance  of  the  fiscal  year. 

NATIONAL  WATER  COMMISSION 
Salaries  and  Expenses 

To  provide  more  adequate  time  for  formulation  and  review  of  the 
plans  and  requirements,  the  Committee  has  also  deferred  without 
prejudice  the  budget  estimate  of  $500,000  to  initiate  funding  of  the 
National  Water  Commission  authorized  by  P.L.  90-515,  approved 
September  26,  1968.  The  Commission  will  be  responsible  for  conduct¬ 
ing  a  5  year  comprehensive  review  of  national  water  resource  problems 
and  programs  involving  a  proposed  Federal  expenditure  of  approxi¬ 
mately  $5,000,000. 
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DEPARTMENTS  OF  STATE,  JUSTICE,  AND  COMMERCE, 
THE  JUDICIARY,  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES 


SUBCOMMITTEE 

JOHN  J.  ROONEY,  New  York,  Chairman 


ROBERT  L.  F.  SIKES,  Florida 
JOHN  M.  SLACK,  West  Virginia 
NEAL  SMITH,  Iowa 
JOHN  J.  FLYNT,  Jr.,  Georgia 
CHARLES  S.  JOELSON,  New 
Jersey 


FRANK  T.  BOW,  Ohio 
GLENARD  P.  LIPSCOMB, 
California 

ELFORD  A.  CEDERBERG, 
Michigan 

MARK  ANDREWS,  North  Dakota 


A  majority  of  the  members  of  the  Committee  are  of  the  opinion 
that  none  of  the  supplemental  budget  requests  submitted  under  this 
chapter  are  of  such  an  urgent  or  compelling  nature  that  action  need 
be  taken  at  this  time. 
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CHAPTER  VII 


SUBCOMMITTEE 

EDWARD  P.  BOLAND,  Massachusetts,  Chairman 
JOHN  J.  McFALL,  California  WILLIAM  E.  MINSHALL,  Ohio 

SIDNEY  R.  YATES,  Illinois  CHARLES  R.  JONAS,  North 

Carolina 

DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
Office  of  the  Secretary 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

The  Committee  recommends  the  appropriation  of  an  additional 
amount  of  $250,000  for  the  initial  costs  of  administering  the  National 
Gas  Pipeline  Safety  Act  of  1968.  The  recommended  sum  is  $250,000 
less  than  the  budget  request.  The  sum  recommended  will  provide 
adequately  for  the  number  of  positions  considered  to  be  essential  at 
this  time.  In  part,  the  reduction  is  directed  at  excessively  large  re¬ 
quests  in  the  areas  of  travel,  hire  of  consultants,  study  contracts,  and 
other  administrative  expenses. 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 
operations 

An  additional  amount  of  $4,000,000  is  recommended  in  order  to 
provide  the  funds  necessary  to  compensate  air  traffic  control  personnel 
at  the  increased  rates  provided  for  by  a  recent  position  reclassification 
by  the  Civil  Service  Commission.  The  recommended  sum  is  $200,000 
less  than  the  budget  request.  The  reduction  is  based  on  differences  of 
opinion  as  to  the  sum  required  in  Fiscal  Year  1969  for  this  purpose. 
The  amount  allowed  is  expected  to  fully  fund  the  increases  in  salary 
resulting  from  the  reclassification. 

Federal  Railroad  Administration 

ALASKA  RAILROAD  REVOLVING  FUND 
PAYMENT  TO  THE  ALASKA  RAILROAD  REVOLVING  FUND 

The  Committee  recommends  the  appropriation  of  the  full  $580,000 
required  to  complete  payment  of  the  contractor  involved  in  the 
reconstruction  of  the  Seward  Dock  facilities  after  the  earthquake  of 
March  27,  1964.  The  Committee  is  not  pleased  with  the  performance 
of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  or  the  Alaska  Railroad  in  permitting  such 
large  cost  overruns  in  this  project,  but  it  appears  that  the  amount 
requested  is  owed  to  the  contractor  and  should  be  paid  without 
further  delay. 
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Urban  Mass  Transportation  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

The  Committee  recommends  the  utilization  of  $300,000  of  the  funds 
appropriated  for  “Urban  Mass  Transportation  Grants”  for  adminis¬ 
trative  purposes  rather  than  $665,000  as  requested.  The  program  is 
presently  being  administered  primarily  by  38  personnel  transferred 
to  the  Department  of  Transportation  along  with  the  program.  The 
sum  provided  is  for  an  additional  20  positions. 

The  Committee  believes  that  an  excessive  number  of  positions  at 
high  GS  grade  levels  were  included  in  the  request.  The  positions  re¬ 
quested  for  the  initiation  of  a  field  organization  are  specifically  denied. 

The  Committee  is  in  agreement  that  some  additional  positions 
are  required  for  good  management  of  the  program  but  feels  that  the 
total  of  58  positions  recommended  will  suffice  at  the  present  time. 
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CHAPTER  VIII 


SUBCOMMITTEE 

TOM  STEED,  Oklahoma,  Chairman 

OTTO  E.  PASSMAN,  Louisiana  SILVIO  O.  CONTE,  Massachusetts 
JOSEPH  P.  ADDABBO,  New  York  HOWARD  W.  ROBISON.  New  York 
JEFFERY  COHELAN,  California  CHARLOTTE  T.  REID,  Illinois 
SIDNEY  R.  YATES,  Illinois 

TREASURY  DEPARTMENT 
Bureau  of  Accounts 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

The  Committee  recommends  appropriation  of  $1,878,000,  the 
amount  of  the  budget  estimate,  to  provide  disbursing  facilities  for 
the  Bureau  of  Accounts  in  conjunction  with  the  consolidated  Veterans 
Administration  activities  for  National  Service  Life  Insurance  and 
other  veterans  services,  and  equipment  for  the  Philadelphia  disbursing 
office.  The  major  portion  of  this  request,  $1,400,000,  is  required  for 
computers  for  the  disbursing  activities.  The  remainder  of  the  funds 
are  required  for  software  and  other  related  expenses. 

Internal  Revenue  Service 

COMPLIANCE 

The  Committee  recommends  appropriation  of  $1,000,000,  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  $575,000,  to  provide  for  the  additional  responsibilities  imposed 
by  the  Omnibus  Crime  Control  and  Safe  Streets  Act  (Public  Law 
90-351).  The  Committee  feels  that  $1,000,000  is  sufficient  to  enable 
the  Internal  Revenue  Service  to  proceed  with  these  activities  until 
the  next  session  of  Congress.  In  the  meantime,  more  dependable 
estimates  can  be  developed. 

Eisenhower  College  Grants 

The  Committee  recommends  appropriation  of  $5,000,000,  the 
amount  of  the  budget  estimate,  to  provide  Federal  funds  to  match 
gifts  and  other  voluntary  donations  to  the  Eisenhower  College  at 

Seneca  Falls,  New  York,  authorized  by  Public  Law  90- _ Funds 

are  required  for  the  construction  of  educational  facilities. 

EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 

Council  of  Economic  Advisers 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

The  Committee  has  taken  no  action  on  the  request  for  $350,000 
for  expenses  of  the  Cabinet  Committee  on  Price  Stability.  The  request 
was  contained  in  Senate  Document  No.  80  of  May  24,  1968. 
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1  Not  considered.  Estimate  contained  in  S.  Doc.  No.  80  of  May  24,  1908. 


CHAPTER  IX 

CLAIMS  AND  JUDGMENTS 

The  Committee  recommends  the  appropriation  of  $35,238,696,  the 
amount  of  the  estimate,  for  claims  and  judgments  rendered  against 
the  United  States.  Of  this  amount,  $32,896,183  represents  damage 
and  other  type  claims,  the  payments  of  which  are  due  under  various 
laws,  and  $2,342,513  represents  judgments  rendered  by  the  U.S. 
Court  of  Claims  and  U.S.  District  Courts.  Details  concerning  these 
claims  and  judgments  are  contained  in  House  Document  No.  393,  90th 
Congress. 
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CHAPTER  X 


GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Section  1001  is  standard  language  in  all  appropriation  bills.  It  pro¬ 
vides  that  all  funds  contained  in  the  bill  shall  expire  for  obligation 
purposes  at  the  end  of  the  current  fiscal  year  unless  otherwise  ex¬ 
pressly  provided  in  the  language  of  the  bill. 

Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1968 

Section  1002,  on  page  12  of  the  bill,  would  grant  exemption  from 
the  overall  expenditure,  lending,  obligational  and  loan  authority 
ceilings  in  sections  202  and  203  of  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure 
Control  Act  of  1968  with  respect  to  the  farm  price  support  program 
offthe  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  and  with  respect  to  grants  for 
public  assistance  under  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  for  the  current  fiscal  year  1969.  The  object  is  to  preclude 
disruptive  cutbacks  in  governmental  programs — many  of  them  long- 
established — that  would,  on  the  information  at  hand,  be  cut  some 
20%  deeper  than  the  Congress  had  in  mind  last  June  when  it  mandated 
a  $6  billion  reduction  in  expenditures  and  net  lending  from  the  Jan¬ 
uary  budget  estimates  for  1969.  The  whole  basis  of  the  figures  on  which 
Congress  acted  in  voting  the  overall  $6  billion  reduction  and  in  setting 
the  overall  ceiling  was  the  January  budget  estimate  for  1969. 

Specificall}7,  section  1002  would  grant  a  limited  exemption  of  not 
more  than  $907,000,000  above  the  January  budget  estimate  of  expendi¬ 
tures  and  net  lending  for  farm  price  supports  and  a  limited  exemption 
of  not  more  than  $560,000,000  for  public  assistance  grants.  That  is, 
the  overall  ceiling  of  $1S0,062,000,000  in  section  202  of  the  expendi¬ 
ture  reduction  law  could  be  exceeded  to  the  extent  necessary,  but 
by  not  to  exceed  these  two  amounts,  for  the  purposes  stated — and  only 
for  the  purposes  stated. 

The  committee  is  advised  that  the  overrun  in  the  farm  price  support 
estimate  results  from  lower  prices  combined  with  larger  than  antici¬ 
pated  production — principally  feed  grains,  wheat,  soybeans,  and 
rice — which  lead  to  more  CCC  loans  to  farmers,  fewer  loans  repaid, 
and  smaller  CCC  sales.  Favorable  growing-weather  conditions  are  a 
factor.  The  overrun  based  on  earlier  crop  reports  was  estimated  at 
nearly  $700  million.  Section  1002  uses  a  $907  million  overrun  esti¬ 
mate,  which  is  based  on  the  September  crop  report. 

With  respect  to  the  overrun  for  public  assistance  grants,  which 
encompass  the  relatively  new  medicaid  program,  the  situation  is 
articulated  in  some  detail  in  the  printed  hearings.  Of  the  $560  million 
expenditure  excess  over  the  Januar}7  budget,  the  major  part  is  ascribed 
to  the  provision  in  the  tax  bill  (contrary  to  the  budget  estimate)  de¬ 
ferring  for  a  year  the  so-called  freeze  on  the  amount  of  aid  to  families 
with  dependent  children;  and  an  underestimation  of  fund  require- 

(41) 
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ments  for  the  medical  assistance  program,  occasioned  by  both  a  larger 
than  anticipated  participation  and  rising  costs  of  hospital  and  medical 
care  generally. 

If  the  necessities  of  the  farm  price  support  program  and  the  public 
assistance  program  do  not  require  up  to  the  full  amounts  of  the  over¬ 
runs  permitted  in  the  language  of  section  1002,  the  unneeded  amounts 
would  not  be  available  for  relaxation  of  expenditure  restraints  in  force 
on  any  other  government  program.  On  the  contrary,  information  now 
available  to  the  eommittee  suggests  the  possibility,  if  not  a  reasonable 
likelihood,  that  the  requirements  could  be  even  greater  than  the 
proposed  “overrun”  limitations  allow. 

In  making  the  reductions  and  setting  the  ceilings  in  sections  202 
and  203  of  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act,  Congress  at 
that  time  recognized  the  relative  uncontrollability  of  expenditures 
in  certain  programs  by  specifically  exempting  from  the  ceilings  any 
overruns  above  the  January  budget  amounts  for — 

“Special  Support  of  Vietnam  Operations,” 

“Interest  Costs,” 

“Veterans  Benefits  and  Services,”  and 
“Payments  From  Social  Security  Trust  Funds.” 

Expenditures  for  farm  price  supports  and  public  assistance  grants 
stand  on  the  same  footing.  They  are  essentially  uncontrollable  through 
the  annual  budget  and  appropriation  process  because  they  are  fixed 
and  determined  under  provisions  in  various  basic  laws  which,  as  a 
very  practical  matter,  cannot  be  abrogated  or  effectively  controlled 
through  appropriation  bills.  And  they  are  so  classified  in  the  January 
budget,  on  page  15,  along  with  the  exempted  items  of  interest,  veterans 
benefits  and  social  security. 

As  was  the  case  with  the  original  exemptions  noted,  the  further 
exemptions  proposed  in  section  1002  do  not  impinge  in  any  way  upon 
the  mandated  reductions  of  at  least  $6  billion  in  expenditures  and  at 
least  $10  billion  in  new  budget  authority  proposed  in  the  January 
budget.  Those  reductions  still  hold.  Under  the  law,  they  still  must 
be  made. 

The  House,  in  specific  bills,  has  already  made  reductions  of  between 
$12  and  $13  billion  in  new  budget  authority  requests,  and  something 
in  the  area  of  $4  billion  in  expenditure  reductions.  With  two  large 
appropriation  bills  and  certain  other  spending  bills  still  pending,  it  is 
too  early  to  state  with  precision,  but  there  is  every  indication  the  final 
results  will  show  specific  congressional  reductions  of  probably  be¬ 
tween  $11  and  $12  billion  in  these  new  budget  authority  requests, 
which  would  of  course  be  well  in  excess  of  the  $10  billion  minimum 
required.  On  expenditures  and  net  lending,  the  final  result  of  con¬ 
gressional  actions  may  range  in  the  area  of  $3.3  to  $3.5  billion  in 
reductions,  which  means  that  the  President  will  have  to  make  the 
additional  reductions  necessary  to  achieve  the  $6  billion  required  by 
the  law. 

In  the  absence  of  exemption  action,  about  $7.2  billion — perhaps 
even  more — in  reductions  would  be  necessary  in  order  to  offset  the 
mandatory  overruns  on  farm  price  supports  and  public  assistance  now 
indicated  and  still  secure  the  net  cut  of  $6  billion  in  non-exempted 
areas.  According  to  the  Summer  Review  of  the  1969  Budget  issued  by 
the  Executive  Branch  on  September  9,  failure  to  make  the  exemptions 
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in  section  1002  would  mean  that  the  offsetting  reductions  would  be 
disruptive,  and  even  disastrous,  to  many  of  the  well-established  pro¬ 
grams  of  the  Departments  of  Agriculture  and  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  that  are  important  to  agriculture  and  to  the  people  and  the 
economy  generally,  including  the  consumer. 

Thus,  section  1002  is  proposed  in  order  to  prevent  the  Revenue  and 
Expenditure  Control  Act  from  requiring  a  $7.2  billion,  or  perhaps 
even  larger,  expenditure-net  lending  reduction,  instead  of  the  $6 
billion  intended  by  the  Congress,  and  in  order  to  meet  additional 
unforeseen  problems.  And,  enactment  of  section  1002  as  proposed 
in  the  bill  should  enable  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  lift  its 
restriction  against  new  starts  of  SCS  projects. 

The  committee  did  not  think  it  was  necessary  to  place  specific 
dollar  ceilings  on  the  new  obligational  and  loan  authority  side  of  the 
two  exemptions  in  section  1002.  As  noted,  in  specific  actions  in  the 
appropriation  bills  and  other  bills  having  impact  on  such  authority, 
Congress  will  more  than  meet  the  $10  billion  minimum  reduction  goal. 
The  President,  under  section  202  of  the  laAv,  will  have  to  make  addi- 
)  tional  obligational  authority  reductions  in  order  to  secure  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  the  $6  billion  expenditure  reduction,  and  it  may  be  that  a 
portion  would  fall  against  carryover  obligational  authority  as  well  as 
some  against  new  authority;  the  “mix”  is  in  the  discretion  of  the 
President.  And  as  to  the  farm  price  supports  portion,  the  added 
amount  falls  in  the  permanent  authority  category  of  contract  au¬ 
thorization  not  requiring  annual  appropriation  action.  The  immediate, 
and  key  numbers  are  those  on  expenditures  and  net  lending,  and 
it  is  these  that  section  1002  would  limit  by  specific  dollar  amount. 

LIMITATIONS  AND  LEGISLATIVE  PROVISIONS 

The  following  limitations  and  legislative  provisions  not  heretofore 
earned  in  connection  with  any  appropriation  bill  are  recommended. 

On  page  2,  in  connection  with  Food  Stamp  Program: 

:  Provided,  That  additional  expenditures  resulting  from  amounts  pro¬ 
vided  in  this  paragraph  shall  be  fully  offset  by  sale  of  notes  held  by  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  or  other  assets  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  to  prevent  further  expenditure  reductions  against  existing 
.  programs  pursuant  to  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1968. 

On  page  4,  connection  with  General  Services  Administration: 

CONSTRUCTION,  PUBLIC  BUILDINGS  PROJECTS 

Funds  heretofore  appropriated  under  the  heading  11  General  Services 
Administration,  Construction,  Public  buildings  projects” ,  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  in  the  amount  of  $6 ,000 ,000 ,  for  the  construction  of  the  substructure, 
Courthouse  and  Federal  Office  Building,  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania: 
Provided,  That  the  foregoing  amount  shall  be  the  maximum  construction 
improvement  cost  which  may  be  exceeded  to  the  extent  that  savings  are 
effected  in  other  projects,  but  by  not  to  exceed  10  per  centum. 

On  page  8,  in  connection  with  Juvenile  Delinquency  Prevention 
and  Control: 

:  Provided,  That  none  of  the  funds  contained  herein  shall  be  used  to 
make  grants,  under  Title  I  of  said  Act,  in  excess  of  the  following:  ( 1 ) 
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$12,500  each  to  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  American  Samoa,  and  the 
Trust  Territory  oj  the  Pacific  Islands,  ( 2 )  $50,000  to  each  of  the  50 
States,  the  District  oj  Columbia,  and  the  Commonwealth  oj  Puerto  Rico. 

On  page  12,  in  connection  with  General  Provisions: 

Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1968 

Sec.  1002.  Expenditures  and  net  lending  during  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1969,  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  ( not  more  than 
$ 907 ,000,000 )  for  farm  price  supports  ( not  including  amounts  for  special 
activities),  and  by  the  Department  oj  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
(not  more  than  $ 560,000,000 )  for  grants  to  States  for  public  assistance 
as  authorized  by  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  in  excess  oj  the 
respective  amounts  estimated  therefor  on  pages  239  and  15  oj  the  Budget 
for  1969  (H.  Doc.  225,  Part  1),  and  new  obligational  and  loan  authority 
heretofore  or  hereafter  enacted  for  such  fiscal  year  for  such  purposes 
in  excess  oj  the  respective  amounts  estimated  therefor  on  pages  239  and 
306  and  307  oj  the  Budget  for  1969,  shall  not  be  counted  against  the 
aggregate  limitations  on  expenditures  and  net  lending  and  new  obli¬ 
gational  authority  and  loan  authority  prescribed  by  Sections  202(a) 
and  203(a)  oj  Title  II  oj  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

October  7, 1968 

Mr.  Mahon,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  reported  the  following 
bill ;  which  was  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


A  BILL 

Making  supplemental  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and,  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tines  of  the  United,  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  to  supply  supple- 

5  mental  appropriations  (this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Sup- 


I 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


plemental  Appropriation  Act,  1969”)  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes,  namely: 

CHAPTER  I 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
Consumer  and  Marketing  Service 

FOOD  STAMP  PROGRAM 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Food  stamp  program”, 
$20,000,000:  Provided ,  That  additional  expenditures  result¬ 
ing  from  amounts  provided  in  this  paragraph  shall  be  fully 
offset  by  sale  of  notes  held  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  or  other  assets  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to 
prevent  further  expenditure  reductions  against  existing  pro¬ 
grams  pursuant  to  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control 
Act  of  1968. 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 

Service 

indemnity  payments  to  dairy  farmers 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
the  Act  of  August  13,  1968  (Public  Law  90-484),  $300,- 
000:  Provided,  That  none  of  the  funds  contained  in  this 
Act  shall  be  used  to  make  indemnity  payments  to  any 
fanner  whose  milk  was  removed  from  commercial  markets 
as  a  result  of  his  willful  failure  to  follow  procedures  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Federal  Government. 
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CHAPTER  II 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 
Federal  Funds 

LOANS  TO  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  FOR  CAPITAL 

OUTLAY 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Loans  to  the  District  of 
Columbia  for  capital  outlay”,  $7,902,000,  to  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  expended  and  to  be  advanced  upon  request  of  the 
Commissioner  to  the  general  fund. 

District  of  Columbia  Funds 

OPERATING  EXPENSES 

General  Operating  Expenses 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “General  operating 
expenses”,  $5,500. 

Settlement  of  Claims  and  Suits 
For  the  payment  of  claims  in  excess  of  $250,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  February  11,  1929,  as 
amended  (45  Stat.  1160;  46  Stat.  500;  65  Stat.  131), 
$27,900. 

CAPITAL  OUTLAY 
Capital  Outlay 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Capital  outlay”, 
$10,590,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended:  Provided, 
That  $2,688,000  of  this  amount  shall  not  be  available  for 
expenditure  until  July  1,  1969:  Provided  further,  That 
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$2,404,000  shall  be  available  for  construction  services  by  the 
Director  of  Buildings  and  Grounds  or  by  contract  for  archi¬ 
tectural  engineering  services,  as  may  be  determined  by  the 
Commissioner. 

DIVISION  OF  EXPENSES 

The  sums  appropriated  herein  for  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia  shall  be  paid  out  of  the  general  fund  of  the  District  of 
Columbia. 

CHAPTER  III 
INDEPENDENT  OFFICES 
FEDERAL  TRADE  COMMISSION 
Salapies  and  Expenses 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
including  carrying  out  the  functions  of  the  Federal  Trade 
Commission  under  Title  I  of  the  Consumer  Credit  Protection 
Act  of  19(38  (Public  Law  90-321) ,  $200,000. 

GENERAL  SERVICES  ADMINISTRATION 
Real  Property  Activities 

CONSTRUCTION,  PUBLIC  BUILDINGS  PROJECTS 

Funds  heretofore  appropriated  under  the  heading  “Gen¬ 
eral  Services  Administration,  Construction,  Public  buildings 
projects”,  shall  be  available  in  the  amount  of  $6,000,000,  for 
the  construction  of  the  substructure,  Courthouse  and  Federal 
Office  Building,  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania:  Provided,  That 
the  foregoing  amount  shall  be  the  maximum  construction 
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improvement  cost  which  may  be  exceeded  to  the  extent  that 
savings  are  effected  in  other  projects,  but  by  not  to  exceed 
10  per  centum. 

DEPARTMENT  OE  HOUSING  ANI)  URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT 
Mortgage  Credit 

HOMEOWNERSIHP  AND  RENTAL  HOUSING  ASSISTANCE 
Eor  homeownership  assistance  payments,  authorized  by 
section  235,  and  for  interest  reduction  payments  as  author¬ 
ized  by  section  236  of  the  National  Housing  Act,  as  amend¬ 
ed  (82  Stat.  477  and  498),  $5,000,000:  Provided,  That 
the  total  payments  that  may  be  required  in  any  fiscal  year 
bv  all  contracts  entered  into  under  section  235  shall  not 

J 

exceed  $15,000,000  and  by  those  entered  into  under  section 
236  shall  not  exceed  $15,000,000. 

Limitation  on  Nonadministrative  Expenses,  Federal  Housing 

Administration 

In  addition  to  the  amount  made  available  under  this 
head  for  the  current  fiscal  year,  not  to  exceed  $3,500,000 
shall  lie  available  for  nonadministrative  expenses. 

Departmental  Management 

FAIR  HOUSING  PROGRAM 

Eor  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  the  functions  of  the 
Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  under  the  pro- 
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visions  of  Title  VIII  of  the  Civil  Eights  Act  of  1968  (82 
Stat.  81) ,  $1,000,000. 

Eenewal  and  Housing  Assistance 

COLLEGE  HOUSING 

The  total  payments  that  may  be  required  in  any  fiscal 
year  by  all  contracts  for  annual  grants  with  educational 
institutions  entered  into  pursuant  to  section  401  of  the 
Housing  Act  of  1950,  as  amended  (82  Stat.  604) ,  shall  not 
exceed  $2,500,000. 

salaries  and  expenses 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$500,000. 

CHAPTER  IV 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 


Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 


EDUCATION  AND  WELFARE  SERVICES 


For  an  additional  amount  for  “Education  and  welfare 


services”,  $500,000. 


Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation 

LAND  AND  WATER  CONSERVATION 


For  a  repayable  advance  to  the  Land  and  Water  Con¬ 
servation  Fund,  as  authorized  by  Section  4(b)  of  the  Land 
and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  of  1965,  as  amended 
(16  U.S.C.  4601-7) ,  $53,000,000,  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 
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For  an  additional  amount  for  “Land  and  water  conser¬ 
vation”  to  carry  out  the  property  acquisition  provisions  of 
the  Act  of  October  2,  1968,  Public  Law  90-545  and  the 
provisions  of  the  Act  of  June  4,  1968  (82  Stat.  168),  to 
be  derived  from  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund 
and  to  remain  available  until  expended,  $55,500,000,  of 
which  not  to  exceed  $46,000,000  shall  be  for  liquidation 
of  obligations  incurred  pursuant  to  Section  3  (b)  (1)  of  said 
Act  of  October  2,  1968. 

National  Park  Service 

MANAGEMENT  AND  PROTECTION 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Management  and  pro¬ 
tection”,  $100,000. 

MAINTENANCE  AND  REHABILITATION  OE  PHYSICAL 

FACILITIES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Maintenance  and  rehabili¬ 
tation  of  physical  facilities”,  $50,000. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND 

WELFARE 

Public  Health  Service 

HEALTH  SERVICES 

CONSTRUCTION  OF  INDIAN  HEALTH  FACILITIES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Construction  of  Indian 
health  facilities”,  $3,350,000,  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 
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CHAPTER  V 

DEPARTMENT  OE  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND 

WELFARE 

Social  and  Rehabilitation  Service 

JUVENILE  DELINQUENCY  PREVENTION  AND  CONTROL 
For  carrying  out  the  purposes  of  the  Juvenile  Delin¬ 
quency  Prevention  and  Control  Act  of  1968,  $5,000,000: 
Provided,  That  none  of  the  funds  contained  herein  shall  be 
used  to  make  grants,  under  Title  I  of  said  Act,  in  excess  of 
the  following:  (1)  $12,500  each  to  the  Virgin  Islands, 
Guam,  American  Samoa,  and  the  Trust  Territory  of  the 
Pacific  Islands,  (2)  $50,000  to  each  of  the  50  States,  the 
District  of  Columbia,  and  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico. 

CHAPTER  VI 
LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH 
House  of  Representatives 
For  payment  to  Elizabeth  Lee  Pool,  widow  of  Joe  R. 
Pool,  late  a  Representative  from  the  State  of  Texas,  $30,000. 

For  payment  to  Emily  J.  Holland,  widow  of  Elmer  J. 
Holland,  late  a  Representative  from  the  State  of  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  $30,000. 
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CONTINGENT  EXPENSES  OF  THE  HOUSE 
Reporting  Hearings 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Reporting  hearings”, 
$145,000. 

JOINT  ITEMS 

Joint  Committee  on  Defense  Production 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Joint  Committee  on  De¬ 
fense  Production”,  $8,630. 

Education  of  Pages 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Education  of  pages”, 
$18,581. 

Library  of  Congress 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 

$200,000. 

CHAPTER  VII 

DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
Office  of  the  Secretary 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$250,000. 
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Federal  Aviation  Administration 
operations 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Operations”,  $4,000,000. 

Federal  Railroad  Administration 

ALASKA  RAILROAD  REVOLVING  FUND 

Payment  to  the  Alaska  Railroad  Revolving  Fund 

For  payment  to  the  Alaska  Railroad  revolving  fund  for 
payment  of  approved  contractor  claims  relating  to  author¬ 
ized  work  of  the  Alaska  Railroad,  involving  the  reconstruc¬ 
tion  of  the  Seward  Dock  facilities  destroyed  as  a  result  of  the 
Alaska  earthquake,  $580,000,  which  may  he  made  available 
to  the  Corps  of  Engineers  for  payment  of  such  claims. 

Urban  Mass  Transportation  Administration 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Urban  Mass  Transporta¬ 
tion  Administration,  including  uniforms  and  allowances  there¬ 
for,  as  authorized  by  law  (5  U.S.C.  5901-5902)  ;  hire  of  pas¬ 
senger  motor  vehicles;  and  services  as  authorized  by  5 

U.S.C.  3109;  $300,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the 

«/ 

appropriation  for  “Urban  mass  transportation  grants”. 

CHAPTER  VIII 
TREASURY  DEPARTMENT 
Bureau  of  Accounts 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$1,878,000. 
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Internal  Revenue  Service 

COMPLIANCE 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Compliance”,  $1,000,000. 

Eisenhower  College  Grants 
For  matching  grants  for  the  construction  of  educational 
facilities  at  Eisenhower  College,  as  authorized  hy  law,  $5,- 
000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

CHAPTER  IX 

CLAIMS  AN1)  JUDGMENTS 
For  payment  of  claims  settled  and  determined  hy  de¬ 
partments  and  agencies  in  accord  with  law  and  judgments 
rendered  against  the  United  States  hy  the  United  States  Court 
of  Claims  and  United  States  district  courts,  as  set  forth  in 
House  Document  Numbered  393,  Ninetieth  Congress,  $35,- 
238,696,  together  with  such  amounts  as  may  he  necessary 
to  pay  interest  (as  and  when  specified  in  such  judgments  or 
provided  by  law)  and  such  additional  sums  due  to  increases 
in  rates  of  exchange  as  may  be  necessary  to  pay  claims  in 
foreign  currency:  Provided,  That  no  judgment  herein  appro¬ 
priated  for  shall  be  paid  until  it  shall  become  final  and  con¬ 
clusive  against  the  United  States  by  failure  of  the  parties  to 
appeal  or  otherwise:  Provided  farther,  That  unless  otherwise 
specifically  required  by  law  or  by  the  judgment,  payment 
of  interest  wherever  appropriated  for  herein  shall  not  con¬ 
tinue  for  more  than  thirty  days  after  the  date  of  approval 
of  the  Act. 
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CHAPTER  X 
GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  1001.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in 
this  Act  shall  remain  available  for  obligation  beyond  the 
current  fiscal  year  unless  expressly  so  provided  herein. 

Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1968 
Sec.  1002.  Expenditures  and  net  lending  during  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1969,  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  (not  more  than  $907,000,000)  for  farm  price 
supports  (not  including  amounts  for  special  activities) ,  and 
by  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  (not 
more  than  $560,000,000)  for  grants  to  States  for  public 
assistance  as  authorized  by  the  Social  Security  Act,  as 
amended,  in  excess  of  the  respective  amounts  estimated  there¬ 
for  on  pages  239  and  15  of  the  Budget  for  1969  (H.  Doc. 
225,  Part  1) ,  and  new  obligational  and  loan  authority  here¬ 
tofore  or  hereafter  enacted  for  such  fiscal  year  for  such 
purposes  in  excess  of  the  respective  amounts  estimated  there¬ 
for  on  pages  239  and  306  and  307  of  the  Budget  for  1969, 
shall  not  be  counted  against  the  aggregate  limitations  on 
expenditures  and  net  lending  and  new  obligational  authority 
and  loan  authority  prescribed  by  Sections  202  (a)  and  203 
(a)  of  Title  II  of  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control 
Act  of  1968. 
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Reports. . 12 

Rural  areas . 25 

Small  business . 3 

Soil  and  wate r 

conservation . 1 

Subsidy  payments . 1 

Supplemental 

appropriations. . 10 

Taxation . 1 

Time . 24 

Waste  disposal . 1,23 

Wildlife . 5 


1.  TAXATION.  Continued  debate  on  H.  R.  2767,  to  allow  fX™ers  5111  amortized  tax  de¬ 

duction  for  assessments  levied  by  soil  or  water  conservation  districts,  which 
now  includes  a  provision  to  exempt  CCC  from  expenditure Xnd  obligation  limita¬ 
tions  of  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  (pp.  S12X78-98,  S12305-9)* 
Agreed  to  an/amendment  by  Sen.  Montoya  to  make  the  in teres t\pn  Farmers  Home 
Admini s trafrton r s  water  and  sewer  loans  to  public  bodies  subject  to  income  tax 
(pp.  S122'9uLo}.  Rejected,  23-41,  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Williams,  Del.,  to 
limit  to/$20,000  payments  under  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  \L965  (pp» 
S12278/86). 

2.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Received  the  President's  report  on  the  trade  agreements  program. 
P/A12217 

The  Finance  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R.  15798,  to  extemXthe 
^suspension  of  duties  on  certain  silk  yarn  (S.  Rept.  1619).  P«  S12218 


-  2  - 


3ASMALL  BUSINESS.  Received  a  report  from  the  Small  Business  Committee,  "Govern*- 
\ient  Reports  and  Statistics'1  (S.  Rept.  I6l6)(p.  S12218).  Sen.  Smathers  commended 
the  report  (pp.  S122U3-5).  -  p  ■  '  /  !■ 

Authorized  the  Small  Business  Committee  to  submit  reports  during  adjournment 
on  "Selected  Problems  of  Small  Business,"  "Small  Business  and  Rural  America  " 

"Export  Expansion— 1968,"  and  "Status  and  Future  of  Small  Business  i/ the  United 
States. \  p.  S12309 


PARKS.  SenV Yarborough  inserted  statements  favoring  the  proposed/Bie  Thicket 
National  Park.  pp.  S12231-2  / 

Sen.  Jackson  inserted  articles,  "Will  Success  Spoil  the  National  Parks’" 
by  Robert  Cahn.X  pp.  S12267-75  T 


'■  l!PLPn'-<-Sen‘  sp0lce  in  favcr  of  s-  2981»«  to  protect  endangered  specie 

of  wildlife,  p.  S122U1  f  ^ 


6*  * Culver?3^!  3122^1-3°  \re  ^serted  articles  cornering  the  farm  record  of  Rep. 


fS122U9-^38n*  ?rOXm±re  inse*\d  an  article,  "The/Xar  Against  Hunger."  pp. 


c 


8#  GUAM*  furred  in  the  House  am\dment  to  s/ 1 763,  to  authorize  additional 

the  President!*  p!  deVelVeilt  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to 


'  *  The  Daily  DigestXtates:  "Majority  leader  stated  that  he 

if  ^  Whether  the  Senate/anVomplete  its  business  this  week.  But, 

l  ™  ^  ls  his  intention  to  giv/ the  m\st  serious  consideration  to  coming  in 

Se^atTbef  iSar  thG  +deCk’  “tte\ which  generally  come  before  the 

Senate  before  adjournment."  p./D909  x 


HOUSE 


f'rule: waivi^Pnoi IP  "?ai^  DlBest"  states  that  tile  Rules  Oommittee  "granted  a 

against  “•  “*  2030°*  the  g^PPl^ntal  appropria- 


EXTENSION  Of  REMARKS 


11#  C  commit  tees.  "2^^*  *  ^  °f  the  legislative  \endars  of  the  House 


12  *  ^ctivities/of  ^ theR90thSrotatiVeS  insert®d  their  reports  to  constituents  on  the 
E8757-8  /  ?  Congress,  pp.  E8729-30,  E87U2-3,  E87l*5-6\E87#-7, 


13.  OLDER  AMERICANS.  Extension  of  remarks  nf  Don  Rni,  ^  .  \ 

propped  1968  amendments  to  the  Older  Americans  Act!  **“ 


RlD  program 1  s^f  forts ''to  lniertad  report,s  on  th®  progress  being  made  in 
/  I  ogram  s  efforts  to  end  malnutrition  in  modern  India,  pp.  E8758-60 
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90tii  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENT  ATI  V  ES  j  Report 
2d  Session  j  |  No.  1955 


WAIVING  POINTS  OF  ORDER  AGAINST  H.R.  20300 


October  'J  (legislative  day,  October  8),  1968. — Referred  to  the  House  Calendar 

and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Colmer,  front  the  Committee  on  Rules, 
submitted  the  following 


REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  Res.  13 17[ 

The  Committee  on  Rules,  having  had  under  consideration  House 
Resolution  1317,  reports  the  same  to  the  House  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  that  the  resolution  do  pass. 
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90th  congress 

2d  Session 


H.  RES.  1317 

[Report  No.  1955] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

October  9  (legislative  day,  October  8),  1968 

Mr.  Colmer,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  reported  the  following  resolution; 
which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved,  That  during  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 

2  20300)  making  supplemental  appropriations  for  the  fiscal 

3  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes,  all  points 

4  of  order  against  said  hill  are  hereby  waived. 
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Appropriations . 1,9 

CCC . 1 

Commodity  exchanges . • • . • .9 
Cost  of  living . 2h 


Foreign  aid. . /19,31 

Forests. . . . . .  .9 

U-H  Clubs.  V.  13 

Grape  farms . , ...... . 20 
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Community  development. •• .5 

Education . 9,30 
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Farm  labor.. . 20 

Farm  program . 16 
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»  t 


Highways.  • . .  /. . 1,26 

Housing . . . . . . . . . .9 

Hunger. . .  / . A . 28 

Indemnify  payments X . ... .9 

Meat  packaging . .  ..18 
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Peanuts . 17 
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Trade  agreements . . . 3 
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USDA  funds . . 1 

Water  pollution . 12 

Wine . 8 


HIGHLIGHTS:  House  passed/supplemental  appropriation  bill, 
tax-amortization  bill.  /Senate  voted  to  reoort  supplemental 


Senate  debated  farm 
appropriation  bill. 


1.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Passed  with  amendments  H.  R.  20300,  the  supplemental  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  (pp.  H9650-75,  »H96l6>  EFt&ft  .  Agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Natcher 
to  provide  $U0  million  additional  for  the  food  stamp  program,  rather  than  $90 
million  as  proposed  by  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Smith  of  Iowa  (pp.  H9659-67).  Re¬ 
jected  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Findley  to  delete  the  provision  exempting  CCC  from 
expenditure  and  obligation  limitations  (pp.  H967U-5)*  Kep.  Whitten  objected  to 
plans  to  use  USDA  funds  for  the  President's  Council  on  Youth  Opportunity,  the 
Interagency  Committee  on  Mexican -American  Affairs,  and  the  U.S. -Mexico  Commission 
for  Border  Development  and  Friendship,  and  said  this  would  be  contrary  to  the 
intent  of  a  limitation  passed  earlier  this  session  (p.  119675)*  Agreed  to  an 
amendment  by  xtep.  Boland  to  provide  $1,500,0C0  for  the  flood^  insurance  program 
(pp.  H 9668 -90-)  •  An  amendment  by  Rep.  ’yman,  to  exempt  Ihe  highway  trust  fund 


from  expenditure  and  obligation  limitations,  was  ruled  out  of  order  (op.  H96?3~ 

h). 


2.  FOOD  SERVICES.  Passed  as  reported  S.  2012,  to  amend  the  D.  C.  Public 
Food  Services  Act  to  provide  for  payment  of  salaries  for  food  servic 
from  appropriated  funds,  to  provide  for  adjustments  of  those  salaries,  etc. 
pp.  H967o\80 


O>*hool 
employees 


3-  PARKING.  RepV  McMillan  asked  to  send  to  conference  S.  9UU,  th e/d.  C.  parking 
facilities  bill,  but  Rep.  Hall  objected  and  criticized  the  bill.  pp.  H9680-2 

U.  TRADE  AGREEMENT 3 •  \fte c e iv ed  the  President’s  report  on  the  J>rade  agreements 
program  (H.  Doc.  39h) •  p.  H9683 

5.  COMIUNI TY  DEVELOPMENT  .\Rep.  Gonzalez  spoke  favoring  t/e  proposed  Community  Self- 

Determination  Act.  p.  R9700 

6.  rRM'ISPORTATION •  Rep.  Boland  reviewed  recent  developments  in  the  transportation 

system,  p.  H9701  \  / 

7.  OCEANOGRAPHY.  Received  the  Foreign  Affairs  C/dmmittee  report,  "The  Oceans:  A 

Challenging  New  Frontier"  (H.  Re^t.  1957)./  p.  H9707 

SENATE . 


8.  TAXATION e  Continued  debate  on  H.  R.  B'J’ISJ,  to  allow  farmers  an  amortized  deduc¬ 

tion  for  assessments  levied  by  soil/or  Water  conservation  districts  (op.  S123U2- 

3 

The  Finance  Committee  reported  without  ah^endment  H.  R.  1U095,  to  amend  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  so  as  to /facilitate  wln$  production  (S.  Rept.  1651). 

p.  s 12317 

9.  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  voted  to  report  H.  R.  20300,  the 

supplemental  appropriation  bill  (p.D911;).  The  revised  bill  includes  these 
items:  Extension  service  for  D.  C.,  $150,000;  food  stamp  program,  $90,000,000; 
Commodity  Exchange  Act  amendments,  $14.00,000;  indemnity  payments  to  dairy  farmers, 
$300,000;  I  HA  salaries  and  expenses,  $955*000;  self-help  housing  land  develop¬ 
ment  fund,  $1,000,000;  and  mutual  self-help  housing,  $2,700,000.  No  funds  were 
_ provided  for  housing  for  rural  trainees. _ _ _ 

P* iati °n  bill^/and  acted  upon  amendments  which  has  been  reported  in  disagree¬ 
ment  (pp.  SI235I4-7I4).  Rejected,  U2-15,  a  motion  by  Sen.  Hill\o  agree  to  the 
House  item /or  education  aid  in  federally  impacted  areas  (pp.  SIS367-72).  Sen. 
Thurmond .expressed  concern  that  the  House  had  agreed  to  the  Sena tS.  language 
prohibiting  use  of  funds  to  overcome  racial  imbalance  in  schools,  aad  he  Hi  s- 
cusseayChe  relationship  of  this  provision  to  the  national  forests  (pjy  S12362-3). 

10*  .Jhe  iiinance  Committee  reported  with  amendments  H.  R.  15003,  to  %end 

(  ari  I  schedules  so  as  to  prevent  payment  of  multiple  customs  duties  in  the 
\se  of  norses  temporarily  exported  for  racing  (S.  Rept.  1657).  p.  S12317 


Calendar  No.  1660 


90th  Congress  ) 

SENATE 

j  Report 

2d  Session  j 

(  No.  1667 

SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1969 


October  9,  1968. — Ordered  to  be  printed 
Filed  under  Authority  of  the  order  of  the  Senate  of  March  16,  1967 


Mr.  Holland,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations, 
submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  20300] 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations,  to  which  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.R.  20300)  making  supplemental  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes,  reports  the  same  to  the 
Senate  with  various  amendments  and  presents  herewith  information 
relative  to  the  changes  made. 


Amount  of  bill  as  passed  by  House _ _  $123,  532,  907 

Amount  of  increase  by  Senate  committee _  1  551,  264,  820 

Amount  of  bill  as  reported  to  Senate _  674,  797,  727 

Total  estimates  considered  by  the  Senate _  740,  855,  907 

Under  budget  estimates _  66,  061,  180 


1  Supplemental  budget  estimates,  not  considered  by  House,  in  the  amount  of  $470,179,000  submitted  in 
S.  Doc.  80  and  S.  Doc.  109. 
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CHAPTER  I 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Extension  Service 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES  AND  PUERTO  RICO 


1969  Appropriation  Act - $96,  988,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  393) _  150,  000 

House  bill _  0 

Committee  recommendation _  150,  000 


The  committee  recommends  supplemental  appropriations  in  the 
amount  of  $150,000  to  initiate  a  cooperative  extension  program  in 
the  District  of  Columbia.  The  amount  recommended  is  $150,000  over 
the  amount  recommended  in  the  House  bill  and  the  same  as  the 
estimate  submitted  in  House  Document  393. 

Public  Law  90-354,  approved  June  20,  1968,  established  the  Federal 
City  College  as  a  land  grant  college  and  made  it  eligible  for  the  co- 
■  operative  extension  program  which  the  Federal  Government  carries 
on  in  cooperation  with  such  institutions.  The  committee  believes  it 
desirable  that  this  program  should  begin  in  the  first  year  of  operation 
of  the  Federal  City  College  through  which  the  program  will  be  ad¬ 
ministered. 

Consumer  and  Marketing  Services 

CONSUMER  PROTECTIVE  MARKETING  AND  REGULATORY  PROGRAMS 


1969  Appropriation  Act _  $116,  264,  500 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  393) _  2,  000,  000 

House  bill - - -  0 

Committee  recommendation _  0 


The  committee  concurs  in  the  action  of  the  House  and  does  not 
recommend  any  supplemental  funds  for  additional  expenses  of  the 
consumer  and  marketing  service  associated  with  the  Wholesome 
Poultry  Products  Act  of  1968,  approved  August  18,  1968.  House 
Document  393  proposed  supplemental  appropriations  of  $2  million 
for  this  purpose. 

The  committee  does  not  believe  this  action  will  have  any  adverse 
effect  on  this  program,  inasmuch  as  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  has  advised  the  Congress  that  he  has  apportioned  funds  for 
this  program  on  a  deficiency  basis  in  the  amount  of  $2  million,  in 
accordance  with  the  Anti-Deficiency  Act.  This  will  enable  the  agency 
to  use  other  funds  pending  consideration  of  an  estimate  in  the  next 
supplemental  appropriation  bill. 

FOOD  STAMP  PROGRAM 


1969  Appropriation  Act _ $225,  000,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  393) -  90,  000,  000 

House  bill _  40,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  90,  000,  000 


The  committee  recommends  supplemental  appropriations  of 
$90,000,000  for  the  food  stamp  program.  This  is  $50,000,000  over 
the  amount  recommended  in  the  House  bill  and  the  same  amount 
as  the  supplemental  estimate. 
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S.  3068,  approved  October  8,  1968,  increases  the  authorization  for 
the  food  stamp  program  to  $315,000,000  for  the  current  fiscal  year 
1969,  $340,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1970  and  $170,000  for  the  6  months 
ending  December  31,  1970.  The  committee  believes  this  program  is 
one  of  the  most  practical  and  effective  ways  to  meet  the  food  problem 
of  poor  families. 

The  amount  recommended  by  the  committee  will  provide  sufficient 
funds  to  permit  the  entry  into  the  program  of  areas  which  have  been 
designated  and  approved  but  whose  entry  has  been  postponed  due 
to  a  shortage  of  funds,  provide  for  a  modest  expansion  into  new  areas, 
and  permit  modifications  of  the  program  which  will  provide  increased 
assistance  to  needy  people. 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

1969  Appropriation  Act _  $1,  530,  000 

Budget  amendment  (requested  in  H.  Doc.  318) _ ! _  600,  000  a 

House  bill _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  0  | 

Committee  recommendation _ _ _  400,  000 

The  committee  recommends  a  supplemental  appropriation  of 
$400,000  for  the  Commodity  Exchange  Authority.  This  is  $400,000 
over  the  amount  recommended  in  the  House  bill  and  $200,000  under 
the  estimate  submitted  in  House  Document  318. 

The  Commodity  Exchange  Act  has  been  amended  twice  this  year. 
Public  Law  90-258,  approved  February  19,  1968,  added  livestock  and 
related  products  to  the  list  of  regulated  commodities  and  expanded 
the  regulatory  functions  of  that  agency,  and  Public  Law  90 — 418, 
approved  July  23,  1968,  added  frozen  concentrated  orange  juice  as  a 
regulated  commodity.  Supplemental  funds  in  the  amount  of  $400,000 
are  included  in  the  bill  to  partially  meet  the  additional  operating  and 
enforcement  costs  resulting  from  the  passage  of  these  two  new  amend¬ 
ments. 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service 

INDEMNITY  PAYMENTS  TO  DAIRY  FARMERS 


1969  Appropriation  Act _  0 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  393) _ $300,  000 

House  bill _  300,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  300,  000 


The  committee  recommends  $300,000  in  supplemental  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service  for 
indemnity  payments  to  dairy  farmers.  This  is  the  same  amount 
recommended  in  the  House  bill  and  the  same  as  the  supplemental 
estimate.  Public  Law  90-484,  approved  August  13,  1968,  extended 
the  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  make  these  payments 
through  June  30,  1970. 

Language  in  the  bill  limits  payments  to  only  those  producers  who 
have  used,  in  the  manner  and  procedure  prescribed,  chemicals 
registered  and  approved  by  the  Federal  Government. 
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Farmers  Home  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1969  Appropriation  Act _  $57,  980,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  393) _  1,  325,  000 

House  bill _  0 

Committee  recommendation _  955,  000 


The  committee  recommends  $955,000  in  supplemental  appropria¬ 
tions  for  salaries  and  expenses  of  the  Farmers  Home  Administration. 
This  amount  is  $370,000  under  the  estimate  submitted  in  House 
Document  393.  The  House  did  not  recommend  any  funds  for  this 
item  in  their  bill. 

The  committee  believes  the  amount  recommended  will  be  sufficient 
to  cover  all  additional  costs  associated  with  the  administration  of 
the  interest  supplement  rural  housing  program,  the  mutual  and  self- 
help  housing  program  and  the  self-help  housing  land  development 
program.  These  new  rural  housing  programs  have  recently  been 
authorized  by  Public  Law  90-448,  approved  August  1,  1968. 

SELF-HELP  HOUSING  LAND  DEVELOPMENT  FUND 


1969  Appropriation  Act  (net  item) _  0 

Supplemental  estimate _  $1,  000,  000 

House  bill _  0 

Committee  recommendation _  1,  000,  000 


The  committee  recommends  $1  million  in  supplemental  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  self-help  housing  land  development  fund.  This  is 
$1  million  over  the  amount  recommended  in  the  House  bill  and  the 
same  as  the  supplemental  estimate. 

The  amount  recommended  would  be  used  to  establish  a  revolving 
fund  from  which  loans  would  be  made  to  nonprofit  organizations  for 
the  purchase  and  development  of  land  as  building  sites  to  be  sold  to 
low  income  families,  organizations,  and  cooperatives,  in  rural  areas 
in  connection  with  self-help  housing  projects.  This  program  is  authorize 
by  Public  Law  90-448  approved  August  1,  1968. 

MUTUAL  AND  SELF-HELP  HOUSING 


1969  Appropriation  Act  (net  item) _  0 

\  Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  393) _  $2,  700,  000 

'  House  bill _  0 

Committee  recommendation _  2,  700,  000 


The  committee  recommends  $2,700,000  in  supplemental  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  mutual  and  self-help  housing  program  of  the  Farmers 
Home  Administration.  This  program  was  recently  authorized  by 
Public  Law  90-448,  The  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of 
1968. 

The  amount  recommended  will  be  used  for  grants  and  contracts 
with  nonprofit  organizations  to  help  cover  the  cost  of  providing  tech¬ 
nical  and  supervisory  assistance  to  needy  low  income  individuals  in 
the  construction  of  mutual  and  self-help  housing  in  rural  areas. 

HOUSING  FOR  RURAL  TRAINEES 


1969  Appropriation  Act  (new  item) _  0 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  393) _ $4,  500,  000 

House  bill _  0 

Senate  bill _  0 
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Public  Law  90-448,  the  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of 
1968  authorized  financial  assistance  for  local  public  bodies  and  to  non¬ 
profit  organizations  to  provide  housing  in  rural  areas  for  rural  trainees 
and  then-  families  enrolled  in  federally  assisted  training  courses 
designed  to  improve  their  employment  capability. 

The  committee  concurs  in  the  action  of  the  house  in  not  recom¬ 
mending  any  funds  for  this  program  at  the  present  time.  House  Docu¬ 
ment  393  proposed  supplemental  appropriations  of  $4,500,000  for 
this  item. 

CHAPTER  II 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

From  Federal  funds  the  committee  recommends  the  appropriation 
of  $7,902,000  in  loans  to  the  District  of  Columbia  for  capital  outlay 
and  from  District  of  Columbia  funds  an  appropriation  of  $11,803,400 
is  recommended. 

Federal  Funds 

FEDERAL  LOAN 


Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  393) _ $8,  562,  000 

House  allowance _  7,  902,  000 

Senate  allowance _  7,  902,  000 


The  committee  concurs  in  the  House  recommendation  of  $7,902,000 
for  loans  to  the  District  of  Columbia  for  capital  outlay  which  is  to 
finance  projects  specified  under  the  capital  outlay  section  of  this  report. 
Also  approved  is  the  reprograming  of  $660,000  of  funds  previously 
appropriated  for  the  purchase  and  installation  of  portable  classrooms 
at  the  Fort  Lincoln  site. 

COMMISSION  ON  REVISION  OF  THE  CRIMINAL  LAWS  OF  THE 
DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 


Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  393) _  $150,  000 

House  allowance _  0 

Committee  recommendation _  150,  000 


The  committee  recommends  $150,000  for  this  Commission  to  begin 
its  work  which  will  lead  to  a  recommendation  to  the  Congress  of  a  i 
revised  code  of  criminal  law  and  procedure  for  the  District  of  Col-  I 
umbia.  The  Commission  was  appointed  pursuant  to  title  X  of  Public 
Law  90-226  (Crime  and  Criminal  Procedure  in  the  District  of 
Columbia). 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  FUNDS 
Operating  Expenses 

GENERAL  OPERATING  EXPENSES 


Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  393) _  $367,  000 

House  allowance _  5,  500 

Supplemental  estimate  (S.  Doc.  109) _  1,  044,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  1,  049,  500 


In  addition  to  the  $5,500  recommended  by  the  House  for  rental  of 
Public  Health  facilities,  the  committee  recommends  $1,044,000  which 
will  provide  funds  for  the  District’s  supplemental  payment  for  the 
transportation  of  school  children. 
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PUBLIC  SAFETY 


Supplemental  estimate  (S.  Doc.  109) _  $136,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  136,  000 


The  committee  recommends  the  sum  of  $136,000  and  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  21  new  positions  for  the  Department  of  Corrections  complex 
at  Lorton.  This  would  permit  a  substantial  reduction  in  the  population 
of  the  District  of  Columbia  jail  by  transfer  of  190  unsentenced  inmates 
to  Lorton. 

SETTLEMENT  OF  CLAIMS  AND  SUITS 


Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  393) _ $27,  900 

House  allowance _  27,  900 

Committee  recommendation _  27,  900 


The  committee  agrees  with  the  House  allowance  of  $27,900  for 
payment  of  claims  and  suits  in  excess  of  $250  as  approved  by  the 
Commissioner  in  accordance  with  existing  authority. 

CAPITAL  OUTLAY 


Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  393) _  $11,  250,  000 

House  allowance _  10,  590,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  10,  590,  000 


The  committee  concurs  with  the  House  action  in  recommending 
$10,590,000  for  the  following  projects.  Also  approved  for  the  Fort 
Lincoln  project  is  the  reprograming  of  $660,000  previously  appro¬ 
priated. 


Fort  Lincoln  urban  renewal  area _  $6,  766,  000 

Public  schools  (Benning  and  Payne  Cemetery  locations) _  674,  000 

Metropolitan  Transit  Authority _  3,  150,  000 


CHAPTER  III 
FOREIGN  OPERATIONS 
Funds  Appropriated  to  the  President 

MILITARY  ASSISTANCE  (FOREIGN  MILITARY  CREDIT  SALES) 


Budget  estimate,  S.  Doc.  109 _  $296,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  296,  000,  000 


The  committee  recommends  $296,000,000  for  this  item,  the  budget 
estimate. 

At  the  time  the  committee  considered  the  appropriation  for  foreign 
military  credit  sales,  authorizing  legislation  had  not  been  enacted. 
Therefore,  the  committee  recommendation  is  made  with  the  under¬ 
standing  this  item  will  be  deleted  if  the  authorizing  legislation  does 
not  pass. 

The  funds  requested  for  foreign  military  credit  sales  will  be  used 
to  finance  defense  articles  and  services  purchased  by  foreign  countries 
and  international  organizations.  In  addition,  the  funds  can  also  be 
used  to  provide  guarantees  for  the  sales  of  military  equipment  and 
services  that  were  financed  privately. 
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International  Financial  Institutions 

SUBSCRIPTION  TO  THE  INTERNATIONAL  DEVELOPMENT  ASSOCIATION 


Budget  estimate  S.  Doc.  109 _  $160,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  160,  000,  000 


Legislation  authorizing  the  appropriation  of  funds  for  subscriptions 
to  the  International  Development  Association,  an  affiliate  of  the 
International  Bank  for  Reconstruction  and  Development,  the  so- 
called  World  Bank,  had  not  been  enacted  at  the  time  the  committee 
considered  the  supplemental  appropriations  bill  for  fiscal  year  1969. 
Consequently,  the  sum  recommended  by  the  committee,  which  is  the 
budget  estimate,  is  made  with  the  understanding  it  will  be  deleted  if 
the  authorizing  legislation  does  not  pass. 

CHAPTER  IV 
INDEPENDENT  OFFICES 
Federal  Trade  Commission 

Restoration  of  $200,000  is  recommended  by  the  committee,  to 

B’ovide  the  full  amount  of  the  supplemental  estimate  in  House 
ocument  393  of  $400,000  additional,  to  finance  preparatory  work 
necessary  for  implementation  of  the  truth-in-lending  provisions  of 
the  Consumer  Credit  Protection  Act  of  1968.  The  committee  believes 
that  the  full  amount  is  required  to  provide  adequate  competent  staff 
to  implement  these  additional  activities,  includin  g  the  additional 
equipment  that  will  be  needed. 

General  Services  Administration 

Construction,  Public  Buildings  Projects 

The  committee  concurs  with  the  action  of  the  House  in  allowing 
language,  as  requested  in  House  Document  393,  to  permit  $6  million 
of  previously  appropriated  funds  to  be  used  for  construction  of  the 
substructure  of  a  new  courthouse  and  Federal  office  building  in 
Philadelphia,  Pa. 

NATIONAL  ARCHIVES  AND  RECORDS  SERVICE 

The  committee  recommends  inserting  a  new  item,  as  requested 
in  an  additional  supplemental  estimate  (S.  Doc.  109),  to  provide 
additional  funds  in  the  amount  of  $748,000  to  be  utilized  in  connection 
with  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  six  Presidential  libraries 
that  have  been  established.  The  supplemental  requirements  in  order 
to  provide  adequately  for  these  libraries  is  estimated  as  follows: 


Hoover _ $93,  000 

Roosevelt _  122,  000 

Truman _  86,  000 

Eisenhower _  110,  000 

Kennedy _  237,  000 

Johnson _  100,  000 


Total _  748,  000 


9 


ALLOWANCES  AND  OFFICE  FACILITIES  FOR  FORMER  PRESIDENTS 

The  committee  recommends  inserting  a  new  item,  as  requested 
in  an  additional  supplemental  estimate  (S.  Doc.  109),  to  provide 
$40,000  in  additional  funds  and  authorizing  reimbursement  for  travel 
and  related  expenses  of  former  Presidents  and  two  members  of  their 
staffs.  The  committee  is  advised  that  such  authorization  corrects  an 
oversight  in  existing  law. 

National  Commission  on  Consumer  Finance 

The  committee  concurs  with  the  action  of  the  House  in  denying 
funds  requested  in  the  amount  of  $375,000  at  this  time  for  this  Com¬ 
mission,  and  agrees  to  deferment  of  consideration  of  the  requirements 
of  the  Commission  to  the  regular  annual  budget  next  year. 

Securities  and  Exchange  Commission 

Restoration  of  the  item,  in  the  amount  of  $200,000  as  requested  in 
House  Document  393,  is  recommended  by  the  committee,  in  addition 
to  $100,000  provided  in  the  regular  bill  for  1969,  in  order  to  provide 
adequate  staff  for  the  study  of  institutional  investors  and  the  effect  of 
their  transactions  on  the  securities  markets,  as  authorized  by  Public 
Law  90-438,  approved  July  29,  1968. 

Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 

MORTGAGE  CREDIT 

HOMEOWNERSHIP  AND  RENTAL  HOUSING  ASSISTANCE 

Restoration  of  $6,500,000  is  recommended  by  the  committee,  to 
provide  the  full  amount  of  the  supplemental  estimate  of  $11,500,000 
for  homeownership  assistance  payments. 

For  contract  authority,  the  committee  recommends  restoration  of 
$60  million,  to  provide  the  full  amount  of  the  budget  estimate  of 
$75  million  for  section  235,  and  also  recommends  restoration  of  $60 
million,  to  provide  the  full  amount  of  the  budget  estimate  of  $75  mil¬ 
lion  for  section  236. 

LOW  AND  MODERATE  INCOME  SPONSOR  FUND 

The  committee  recommends  inserting  the  item  for  "Low  and  mod¬ 
erate  income  sponsor  fund”  in  the  amount  of  $2  million,  to  provide 
interest-free  loans  to  nonprofit  sponsors  in  planning  stages,  which  is 
$3  million  below  the  amount  requested  in  House  Document  393. 

Federal  Housing  Administration 

The  committee  recommends  inserting  the  item  for  necessary  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses  of  programs  of  mortgage  credit  not  otherwise 
provided  for  in  the  amount  of  $1,250,000,  to  be  available  for  regulation 
of  interstate  sale  of  land.  This  amount  is  $5,250,000  below  the  estimate 
contained  in  House  Document  393. 
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The  committee  recommends  inserting  $350,000  additional  for  the 
limitation  on  administrative  expenses,  as  requested,  and  concurs  with 
the  action  of  the  House  in  providing  $3,500,000  additional  for  nonad- 
ministrative  expenses,  which  is  $1,850,000  below  the  amount  requested 
in  House  Document  393. 

FAIR  HOUSING  PROGRAM 

Restoration  of  $6  million  is  recommended  by  the  committee,  to 
provide  a  total  amount  of  $7  million  for  the  fair  housing  program, 
which  is  $1  million  below  the  amount  requested  in  House  Document 
393. 

FLOOD  INSURANCE 

The  committee  concurs  with  the  House  in  providing  expenses  not 
otherwise  provided  for  in  carrying  out  the  National  Flood  Insurance 
Act  of  1968,  in  the  amount  of  $1,500,000,  as  requested  in  House 
Document  393. 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

The  committee  recommends  inserting  section  201,  to  provide 
authority  for  operations  of  a  business  enterprise  character  for  functions 
authorized  by  the  new  Housing  Act  and  made  subject  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment  Corporation  Control  Act,  which  is  similar  to  the  authority  con¬ 
tained  in  the  annual  Appropriation  Act. 

The  committee  also  recommends  inserting  section  202,  changing  the 
name  of  the  Office  of  Emergency  Planning  to  “Office  of  Emergency 
Preparedness.” 

CHAPTER  V 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

EDUCATION  AND  WELFARE  SERVICES 


Appropriation,  1969 _  $140,  693,  000 

Budget  amendment  (H.  Doc.  318) _  10,  752,  000 

House  allowance _  752,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  2,  052,  000 


The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $2,052,000  for 
education  and  welfare  services.  This  is  $8,700,000  under  the  budget 
estimate  and  $1,300,000  over  the  House  allowance. 

Of  the  amount  recommended,  $352,000  is  for  scholarship  aid  to 
Indians  which  will  provide  one-half  year  funding  for  600  students 
($300,000)  and  supplemental  grants  for  about  520  students  ($52,000). 
The  remaining  $1,700,000  is  for  adult  vocational  training  and  will 
provide  for  establishment  and  operation  of  a  vocational  and  pre- 
vocational  training  center  at  Fort  Lincoln  near  Bismarck,  N.  Dak. 


11 


Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation 

LAND  AND  WATER  CONSERVATION 

(Indefinite  appropriation  of  receipts) 


Appropriation,  1969 _  $90,  000,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  393) _  2,  550,  000 

House  allowance _  2,  500,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  2,  500,  000 


APPROPRIATION  OUT  OF  THE  FUND 

(Not  including  liquidation  cash) 


Appropriation,  1969 _  None 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  393) _  $7,  000,  000 

House  allowance _  7,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  7,  000,  000 


APPROPRIATION  OUT  OF  THE  FUND 

(Liquidation  of  contract  authorization) 


Appropriation,  1969 _  None 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  393) _  $85,  000,  000 

House  allowance _  46,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  85,  000,  000 

ADVANCE  APPROPRIATION 

Appropriation,  1969 _  None 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  393) _ $92,  000,  000 

House  allowance _  53,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  92,  000,  000 


The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $94,500,000  which 
is  $39  million  over  the  allowance  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
and  $50,000  under  the  budget  estimate. 

Of  the  amount  recommended,  $2,500,000  is  for  payment  of  deficiency 
judgments  rendered  against  the  United  States  in  civil  actions  for 
acquisition  of  lands  at  the  Cape  Hatteras  National  Seashore,  N.C. 

The  remaining  amount  is  for  implementation  of  Public  Law  90-545 
establishing  the  Redwood  National  Park  in  California.  Payment  for 
lands  the  title  to  which  vested  in  the  United  States  upon  enactment 
of  the  authorizing  legislation  will  require  $85  million  of  the  amount 
recommended.  This  will  leave  $7  million  for  acquisition  of  small  tracts 
of  land  not  covered  by  the  legislative  taking  provision  and  to  cover 
costs  involved  in  handling  the  administrative  work  related  to  the  land 
acquisition  program. 


National  Park  Service 

MANAGEMENT  AND  PROTECTION 


Appropriation,  1969 _  $43,  049,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  393  and  S.  Doc.  109) _  1  421,  000 

House  allowance _  100,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  421,  000 


1  $225,000  in  S.  Doc.  109  not  considered  by  the  House  of  Representatives. 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $421,000,  the 
amount  of  the  budget  estimate  and  $321,000  more  than  the  House 
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allowance.  This  will  provide  $196,000  for  management,  forestry,  and 
fire  control  in  the  Redwood  National  Park  authorized  by  Public  Law 
90-545,  October  2,  1968;  and  $225,000  for  management,  fores ty,  and 
fire  control  in  the  North  Cascades  National  Park,  Lake  Chelan 
National  Recreation  Area,  and  Ross  Lake  National  Recreation  Area, 
authorized  by  Public  Law  90-544,  October  2,  1968. 

During  hearings,  discussion  took  place  concerning  the  importance 
of  a  radio  communications  system  for  the  management  and  protection 
of  these  two  park  areas.  The  committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  an 
adequate  radio  system  should  be  installed  in  each  of  the  areas  especially 
in  view  of  their  comparative  isolation. 

MAINTENANCE  AND  REHABILITATION  OF  PHYSICAL  FACILITIES 


Appropriation,  1969 _  $32,  125,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  393  and  S.  Doc.  109) _  1  169,  000 

House  allowance _  50,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  169,  000 


1  $75,000  in  S.  Doc.  109  not  considered  by  the  House  of  Representatives. 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $169,000,  the 
amount  of  the  budget  estimate  and  $119,000  more  than  the  House 
allowance.  This  will  provide  $94,000  for  maintenance  of  existing  roads, 
trails,  and  beaches  in  the  Redwood  National  Park,  authorized  by 
Public  Law  90-545,  October  2,  1968;  and  $75,000  for  maintenance 
of  roads  and  trails,  buildings,  utilities,  and  other  facilities  in  the 
North  Cascades  National  Park,  Lake  Chelan  National  Recreation 
Area,  and  Ross  Lake  Recreation  Area  authorized  by  Public  Law 
90-544,  October  2,  1968. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  WELFARE 
Public  Health  Service — Division  of  Indian  Health 

INDIAN  HEALTH  ACTIVITIES 


Appropriation,  1969 _  $90,  860,  000 

Supplemental  estimate _  None 

House  allowance _  Not  considered 

Committee  recommendation _  850,  000 


The  1969  appropriation  for  Indian  health  provides  $16,914,000  i 
for  the  contract  medical  care  program.  This  amount  anticipates  a 
9-percent  increase  during  the  year  in  the  cost  of  medical  services. 
Experience  thus  far  shows  an  even  greater  rise  in  such  costs.  Data 
developed  by  the  American  Hospital  Association  shows  that  the  in¬ 
crease  over  1968  for  the  full  year  might  run  as  high  as  17.8  percent. 
This  would  bear  out  experience  of  the  Division  of  Indian  Health. 
Computed  on  the  basis  of  17.8  percent,  the  present  budget  would  be 
deficient  by  about  $850,000.  This  amount  will  maintain  the  contract 
medical  care  program  of  the  Division  at  the  fiscal  year  1968  level. 

CONSTRUCTION  OF  INDIAN  HEALTH  FACILITIES 


Appropriation,  1969 _ $14,  100,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  393) _  4,  238,  000 

House  allowance _  3,  350,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  4,  944,  000 
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The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $4,944,000,  which 
is  $1,594,000  more  than  the  allowance  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  and  $706,000  more  than  the  budget  estimate.  Of  this  amount, 
$4,238,000  is  to  provide  water  and  sewage  facilities  for  1,800  housing- 
units,  either  new  or  in  conjunction  with  improvements  to  existing 
housing  programs  of  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment  and  the  Department  of  the  Interior.  This  sum  together  with  the 
amount  provided  in  the  regular  1969  appropriation  will  provide 
facilities  for  a  total  of  3,700  housing  units. 

Also,  the  committee’s  recommendation  provides  $706,000  to  permit 
the  Public  Health  Service  to  participate,  under  the  provisions  of 
Public  Law  85-151,  in  the  construction  of  a  community  hospital  in 
Juneau,  Alaska.  This  will  provide  eight  inpatient  beds  and  an  out¬ 
patient  clinic  for  Alaska  natives.  Hospital  facilities  for  these  natives 
will  be  condemned  as  soon  as  the  new  hospital  is  constructed.  The 
nearest  hospital  then  will  be  92  miles  away  at  Mouut  Edgecumbe. 

CHAPTER  VI 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  WELFARE 

Office  of  Education 

ELEMENTARY  AND  SECONDARY  EDUCATIONAL  ACTIVITIES 
HIGHER  EDUCATIONAL  ACTIVITIES 


1969  appropriation _  0) 

Supplemental  estimate  (S.  Doc.  109) _  ($3,  000,  000) 

House  allowance _  (2) 

Committee  recommendation _  (3,  000,  000) 

1  Not  applicable. 

2  Not  considered. 


The  committee  approves  $3  million,  to  be  derived  from  funds  avail¬ 
able  for  the  purposes  of  title  III  of  the  Elementary  and  Secondary 
Education  Act,  the  amount  of  the  full  budget  estimate.  The  House 
did  not  consider  the  item  as  no  estimate  was  before  them. 

The  appropriation  will  provide  funds  for  planning  in  fiscal  year 
1969  in  order  to  implement  in  1970  new  and  expanded  education 
programs  passed  by  the  90th  Congress. 

The  committee  expects  the  Commissioner  to  utilize  a  portion  of 
these  funds  for  new  activities  to  begin  model  preschool  and  early  edu¬ 
cation  programs  as  authorized  by  Public  Law  90-358,  “The  Handi¬ 
capped  Children’s  Early  Education  Assistance  Act.” 

As  proposed  in  a  letter  of  September  26,  1968,  from  the  Secretary 
of  HEW  to  the  subcommittee,  the  funds  for  planning  the  new  educa¬ 
tion  responsibilities  will  not  increase  the  budget  but  be  transferred 
from  funds  available  for  title  III  of  the  Elementary  and  Secondary 
Education  Act. 

Office  of  Education 

HIGHER  EDUCATIONAL  ACTIVITIES 


1969  appropriation _  $696,  307,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (S.  Doc.  109) _  12,  741,  000 

House  allowance _  0) 

Committee  recommendation _  7,  741,  000 


1  Not  considered. 
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The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $7,741,000,  a 
decrease  of  $5  million  from  the  budget  estimate.  The  House  did  not 
consider  this  item  inasmuch  as  no  estimate  was  before  them. 

The  allowance  includes  $7,241,000  as  a  lump-sum  payment  in  lieu  of 
a  land-grant  for  the  Federal  City  College  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 
Public  Law  90-354  made  the  college  eligible  for  benefits  accruing  to 
land  grant  colleges.  Public  Law  86-624  authorized  $6  million  in  lieu  of 
a  land  grant  for  Hawaii,  which  sum  was  appropriated.  The  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  $7,241,000  was  based  on  the  relative  population  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  according  to  the  1960  census.  The  endowment  is  to  be 
invested  in  Government  bonds, with  an  expected  annual  yield  of  about 
$360,000. 

The  remaining  $500,000  will  provide  support  for  the  operation  of 
five  demonstration  projects  of  exemplary  student  personnel  practices 
to  help  disadvantaged  and  physically  handicapped  students  overcome 
financial  obstacles  in  acquiring  a  college  education. 

Social  and  Rehabilitation  Service 

JUVENILE  DELINQUENCY  PREVENTION  AND  CONTROL 


1969  appropriation _  None 

Supplemental  estimate _  $19,  200,  000 

House  allowance _  5,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  12,  000,  000 


The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $12  million,  an 
increase  of  $7  million  over  the  House  allowance,  and  a  decrease  of 
$7,200,000  from  the  budget  estimate.  No  funds  have  been  appropriated 
for  fiscal  year  1969  to  date. 

The  appropriation  provides  the  full  budget  request  of  $3,300,000  for 
support  of  grants  to  State  and  local  public  agencies  for  comprehensive 
planning  and  to  State  and  local  public  agencies  and  private  nonprofit 
organizations  for  planning  projects  and  programs,  an  increase  of 
$650,000  over  the  House  allowance. 

The  House  provided  none  of  the  $3,750,000  requested  for  the 
diagnosis,  treatment  and  rehabilitation  of  delinquent  youths  by  public 
agencies  and  for  the  construction  of  facilities.  The  committee  recom¬ 
mends  $1,750,000  for  these  activities. 

The  committee  has  provided  $4  million  of  the  $4,900,000  requested 
for  community  based  prevention  services  for  potential  delinquent 
youths.  The  House  allowed  no  funds  for  this  program. 

The  committee  concurs  with  the  House  allowance  of  $1,300,000 
to  provide  for  training  of  personnel  through  traineeships  short-term 
institutes,  and  to  support  curriculum  development.  The  budget  re¬ 
quest  for  this  item  was  $3,600,000. 

The  House  allowed  none  of  the  $1,500,000  requested  for  developing 
new  techniques,  and  the  committee  concurs  with  this  action. 

The  committee  recommends  an  increase  of  $550,000  over  the  House 
allowance  of  $250,000,  a  total  of  $800,000,  to  provide  technical  assist¬ 
ance  to  State  and  local  public  and  nonprofit  agencies,  a  decrease  of 
$400,000  from  the  budget  estimate. 

The  committee  concurs  with  the  House  allowance  of  the  full-budget 
estimate  of  $150,000  for  the  support  of  technical  review  and  advisory 
panels,  costs  of  consultant  services  and  supporting  travel,  and  other 
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related  costs  and  $650,000  for  the  President’s  Commission  on  the 
Causes  and  Prevention  of  Violence. 

The  House  denied  the  $150,000  requested  to  evaluate  the  programs, 
projects,  and  other  activities  under  the  act;  the  committee  recommends 
$50,000  for  this  evaluation. 

CHAPTER  VII 

LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH 

Salaries,  Officers  and  Employees 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 


Supplemental  request _ $16,  570 

Committee  recommendation _  16,  570 


The  sum  recommended  by  the  committee  will  permit  the  Secretary 
of  the  Senate  to  employ  a  curator  of  art  and  antiquities  of  the  Senate 
in  accordance  with  the  provision  of  Senate  Resolution  382  of  the 
90th  Congress. 

Contingent  Expenses  of  the  Senate 

MISCELLANEOUS  ITEMS 


Supplemental  request _ $11,  250 

Committee  recommendations _ _ _  11,  250 


The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $11,250  to  cover 
expenses  of  the  Commission  on  Art  and  Antiquities  which  was  created 
by  Senate  Resolution  382  of  the  90th  Congress. 

Joint  Items 

CONTINGENT  EXPENSES  OF  THE  HOUSE— JOINT  COMMITTEE  ON  DEFENSE 

PRODUCTION 


Budget  estimate,  H.  Doc.  393 _  $8,  630 

House  allowance _  8,  630 

Committee  recommendation _  8,  630 


The  committee  recommends  the  House  sum  and  the  budget  estimate 
for  salaries  of  the  Joint  Committee  on  Defense  Production.  The 
authorization  ceiling  was  increased  to  $100,000  by  Public  Law  90-370, 
approved  July  1,  1968.  In  the  regular  appropriation  bill  the  sum  of 
$91,370  had  been  provided.  The  amount  recommended  of  $8,630  will 
bring  the  amount  appropriated  up  to  the  allowance  authorized  by  the 
Congress. 

Capitol  Police 

GENERAL  EXPENSES 


Supplemental  request _ $34,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  34,  000 


The  committee  recommends  $34,000  to  cover  the  cost  of  uniforms 
and  equipment  for  61  additional  police  which  was  authorized  for  the 
Senate  in  the  legislative  appropriation  bill  for  fiscal  year  1969.  This 
item  was  not  considered  by  the  House. 
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EDUCATION  OF  PAGES 


Budget  estimate,  H.  Doc.  393 _  $18,  581 

House  allowance _  18,  58t 

Committee  recommendation _  18,  581 


For  this  item  the  committee  concurs  with  the  House  and  recom¬ 
mends  an  appropriation  of  the  full  budget  estimate  of  $18,581. 
Public  Law  90-319,  approved  May  27,  1968,  provided  for  salary 
increases  for  schoolteachers  and  classified  employees  in  the  District 
of  Columbia.  The  additional  costs  resulting  from  these  increases 
were  not  funded  in  the  $94,579  provided  for  this  item  in  the  regular 
bill. 

Library  of  Congress 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


B  dget  estimate,  H.  Doc.  393 _ $200,  000 

House  allowance _  200,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  200,  000 


For  rental  of  additional  outside  space  for  the  Library  of  Congress, 
the  committee  recommends  $200,000  which  is  the  same  as  the  sum 
allowed  by  the  House  and  the  budget  estimate.  In  the  regular  appro¬ 
priation  bill  for  fiscal  year  1969,  $613,000  was  provided  for  outside 
space  rentals,  and  according  to  testimony  $440,500  of  this  sum  has 
already  been  obligated,  leaving  $171,500  available  for  obligation 
during  the  remainder  of  fiscal  year  1969.  When  the  $200,000,  recom¬ 
mended  in  this  bill,  is  added  to  the  unobligated  aforementioned 
balance  there  will  be  $371,500  to  rent  approximately  175,000  square 
feet  of  space,  which  will  permit  the  relocation  of  the  Copyright  Office 
and  the  Geography  and  Map  Division. 

CHAPTER  VIII 
PUBLIC  WORKS 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Bureau  of  Reclamation 

UPPER  COLORADO  RIVER  STORAGE  PROJECT 


Appropriation,  1969 _  $25,  673,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  393) _  2,  700,  000 

House  allowance _  None 

Committee  recommendation _  2,  700,  000 


The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $2,700,000  for 
payment  of  claims  on  contracts  for  construction  of  Morrow  Point 
Dam  and  powerplant,  Curecanti  unit,  Colorado.  The  amount  of  the 
claim  has  been  negotiated  and  is  considerably  less  than  originally 
claimed  as  a  result  of  change  orders.  To  pay  the  claim  from  funds 
available  would  slow  down  work  now  underway  in  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  storage  project;  and  failure  to  pay  the  claims  provides  the 
contractors  an  opportunity  to  disavow  the  agreed  upon  amount  and 
seek  court  award  of  the  original  amount  of  the  claim. 
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INDEPENDENT  OFFICES 

National  Water  Commission 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1969  appropriations  to  date _  None 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  393) -  $500,  000 

House  allowance _  None 

Committee  recommendation _  300,  000 


The  budget  estimate  is  intended  to  implement  Public  Law  90-515, 
approved  by  the  President  on  September  26,  1968,  which  established 
the  National  Water  Commission.  The  Commission  will  conduct  a 
study  of  the  critical  water  problems  of  the  Nation  and  will  seek  solu¬ 
tions  to  those  problems.  Since  the  Commission  will  terminate  within  5 
years,  it  is  urgent  that  funds  be  provided  at  this  time  to  permit  early 
initiation  of  the  work  of  the  Commission.  Inasmuch  as  the  members  of 
the  Commission  have  not  been  appointed,  the  committee  recommends 
$300,000  which  will  permit  the  organization  of  the  Commission. 
After  the  Commission  members  have  been  appointed  and  they  have 
had  an  opportunity  to  formulate  and  review  their  plan  of  study  and 
other  requirements,  the  committee  will  consider  early  in  the  next 
session  any  further  requirements  the  Commission  may  have  for  fiscal 
year  1969. 

CHAPTER  IX 

DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 

Legal  Activities  and  General  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES,  GENERAL  ADMINISTRATION 


1969  appropriation _ $6,  285,  000 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  393) _  136,  000 

House  allowance _  0 

Committee  recommendation _  136,  000 


The  committee  has  approved  the  supplemental  request  for  $136,000 
to  permit  continuation  of  a  computer  project  within  the  customs 
section  of  the  Civil  Division  in  order  to  cope  with  the  increased  case¬ 
load.  The  additional  sum  will  provide  for  11  positions  and  other  costs 
relating  to  the  automatic  data  processing  work  in  the  customs  section. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES,  GENERAL  LEGAL  ACTIVITIES 


1969  appropriation _ $23,  598,  000 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  393) _  300,  000 

House  allowance _  0 

Committee  recommendation _  0 


The  committee  agrees  with  the  House  in  the  disallowance  of  the 
$300,000  additional  request  to  enable  the  Civil  Rights  Division  to 
carry  out  its  responsibilities  for  enforcing  the  fair  housing  and  civil 
rights-related  criminal  law  provisions  authorized  in  the  Civil  Rights 
Act  of  1968,  Public  Law  90-284,  approved  April  11,  1968. 


S.  Rept.  1667,  90-2- 
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Federal  Prison  System 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES,  BUREAU  OF  PRISONS 


196!)  appropriation _ - _  $65,  38S,  000 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  393) _  2,  000,  000 

House  allowance _  0 

Committee  recommendation _  0 


The  committee  concurs  with  the  House  in  disapproving  the  $2 
million  additional  request  to  provide  technical  assistance  to  State  and 
local  governments  requesting  aid  for  the  improvement  of  their  cor¬ 
rectional  systems,  under  authority  of  Public  Law  90-371,  approved 
July  1,  1968. 

SUPPORT  OF  U.S.  PRISONERS 


1969  appropriation _  $4,  900,  000 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  393) _  2,  000,  000 

House  allowance _  0 

Committee  recommendation  _  0 


The  committee  has  deferred  at  this  time,  as  did  the  House,  the 
supplemental  request  for  $2  million  for  support  of  U.S.  prisoners  in 
local  institutions  during  fiscal  year  1969. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 

Environmental  Science  Services  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1969  appropriation _ $115,  000,  000 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  393) _  ’(147,  000) 

House  allowance _  0 

Committee  recommendation _  0 


>  Increases  language  limitation  of  $1,047,000  in  regular  1969  act  for  retired  pay  of  commissioned  officers 
by  $147,000,  under  authority  of  Public  Law  90-207. 

The  committee  agrees  with  the  House  in  denial  of  the  supplemental 
request  to  increase  by  $147,000  the  limitation  in  the  regular  1969 
appropriation  for  retired  pay  of  commissioned  officers. 

Maritime  Administration 

STATE  MARINE  SCHOOLS 


1969  appropriation  to  liquidate  contract  authorization _  ($1,  275,  000) 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  393) _  (210,  000) 

House  allowance _  0 

Committee  recommendation _  (210,  000) 


The  committee  has  approved  the  supplemental  request  submitted 
in  House  Document  393  to  transfer  $210,000  from  the  regular  1969 
appropriation  for  “Ship  construction,”  administrative,  and  warehouse 
activity  to  meet  the  payment  of  allowances  to  cadets  in  State  marine 
schools.  The  additional  sum  results  from  unanticipated  increases  in 
enrollment. 

Language  to  effectuate  the  recommendation  follows: 

Maritime  Administration 

STATE  MARINE  SCHOOLS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “State  marine  schools”,  for  liquidation  of  obliga¬ 
tions  incurred  for  payment  of  allowances  for  uniforms,  textbooks  and  subsistence  of 
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cadets  at  State  marine  schools,  to  remain  available  until  expended,  $210,000,  to  be 
derived  by  transfer  from  the  amounts  for  administrative  and  warehouse  expenses  in 
the  appropriation  for  “Ship  construction" . 

Foreign  Direct  Investment  Control 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1969  appropriation _  $3,  000,  000 

1969  supplemental  estimate  H.  Doc.  393 _  750,  000 

House  allowance _  0 

Committee  recommendation _  500,  000 


For  the  Office  of  Foreign  Direct  Investment  Control,  the  committee 
recommends  the  sum  of  $500,000,  a  decrease  of  $250,000  below  the 
supplemental  request  of  $750,000  contained  in  House  Document  393. 
This  control  office  was  established  by  Executive  Order  11387  dated 
January  1,  1968,  to  regulate  direct  investment  abroad  in  an  effort 
to  strengthen  the  balance-of-payments  position  of  the  United  States. 
The  committee  was  informed  that  the  workload  is  higher  than  antici¬ 
pated  and  that  there  is  a  need  to  place  greater  emphasis  on  the 
compliance  functions  of  the  Office  in  the  coming  months.  The  addi¬ 
tional  sum  will  provide  for  32  additional  positions  and  other  costs 
considered  essential  to  maintain  an  adequate  level  of  operations. 

THE  JUDICIARY 

Courts  of  Appeals,  District  Courts,  and  Other 

Judicial  Services 

SALARIES  OF  JUDGES 


1969  appropriation _  $16,  795,  000 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  393) _  230,  000 

House  allowance _  0 

Committee  recommendation _  51,  000 


The  committee  recommends  the  appropriation  of  $51,000,  a  re¬ 
duction  of  $179,000  from  the  supplemental  request  of  $230,000  for 
salaries  of  judges.  The  additional  sum  will  finance  the  salaries  of  the 
two  circuit  judges  on  board  under  authority  of  Public  Law  90-347, 
approved  June  18,  1968. 

SALARIES  OF  SUPPORTING  PERSONNEL 


1969  appropriation _  $43,  500,  000 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  393) _  1,  062,  000 

House  allowance _ ! _  0 

Committee  recommendation _  38,  000 


The  committee  has  approved  the  additional  sum  of  $38,000  to 
cover  the  salaries,  on  a  9  month’s  basis  of  the  staff  supporting  the 
two  new  circuit  judges. 

TRAVEL  AND  MISCELLANEOUS  EXPENSES 


1969  appropriation _  $6,  450,  000 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  393) _  630,  000 

House  allowance _  0 

Committee  recommendation _  45,  000 
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The  committee  recommends  the  additional  appropriation  of  $45,000, 
a  decrease  of  $5S5,000  below  the  $630,000  supplemental  request  con¬ 
tained  in  House  Document  393.  The  additional  sum  will  provide  $5,000 
for  travel  expenses  and  $40,000  for  miscellaneous  expenses  relating  to 
the  newly  appointed  judges  and  supporting  staff  for  the  balance  of 
the  fiscal  year.  Included  in  the  decrease  is  the  sum  of  $425,000  which 
was  requested  to  help  defray  the  expenses  anticipated  in  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  random  jury  selection  process  as  authorized  by  the 
Jury  Selection  and  Service  Act  of  1968  to  become  effective  December 
23,1968.  Since  $250,000  has  already  been  provided  in  the  regular  1969 
appropriation  bill  for  this  purpose,  the  committee  felt  that  any  addi¬ 
tional  financing  could  be  deferred  until  the  next  session  of  Congress. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  U.S.  COURTS 


1969  appropriation _  $1,  846,  000 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  393) _  66,  000 

House  allowance _  0 

Committee  recommendation _  15,  000 


The  committee  recommends  the  additional  appropriation  of  $15,000 
for  the  Administrative  Office  of  the  U.S.  Courts.  The  additional  sum 
is  necessary  to  cope  with  the  increased  workload  resulting  from  the 
authorization  for  new  judges,  and  will  provide  for  three  positions  and 
related  expenses,  on  a  9  month’s  basis.  As  to  the  request  for  $24,000 
finance  4  additional  positions  and  other  costs  attributed  to  the  workload 
stemming  from  the  Jury  selection  and  Service  Act,  the  committee  was 
of  the  opinion  that  such  estimate  could  be  deferred  at  this  time. 

CHAPTER  X 

DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

Office  of  the  Secretary 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1969  appropriation _  $9,  800,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  393) _  500,  000 

House  allowance _  250,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  250,  000 


The  committee  concurs  with  the  House  allowance  in  recommending 
half  of  the  amount  requested  for  financing  the  initial  costs  of  ad¬ 
ministering  the  Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Safety  Act  of  1968,  Public 
Law  90-481,  approved  August  11,  1968. 

The  funds  will  be  used  to  develop  regulations,  to  set  interim  stand¬ 
ards,  and  to  establish  compliance  and  other  procedures  required  by 
the  law. 

It  is  believed  that  the  amount  recommended  should  be  sufficient 
for  the  balance  of  the  current  fiscal  year. 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 
operations 


1969  appropriation _  $670,  954,  000 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  393) _  4,  200,  000 

House  allowance _  4,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  4,  000,  000 
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The  recommended  amount  will  provide  for  the  costs  of  implement¬ 
ing  new  classification  and  qualification  standards  set  by  the  Civil 
Service  Commission,  for  the  air  traffic  controller  occupation.  Approxi¬ 
mately  7,200  controllers  will  be  affected  by  the  new  standards. 

Federal  Railroad  Administration — Alaska  Railroad 

PAYMENT  TO  THE  ALASKA  RAILROAD  REVOLVING  FUND 


1969  appropriation _  None 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  393) _  $580,  000 

House  allowance _  580,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  580,  000 


The  committee  recommendation,  in  the  identical  amount  as  the 
budget  request  and  House  allowance,  provides  funds  to  complete 
payment  of  the  contractor  involved  in  the  reconstruction  of  the 
Seward  Dock  facilities  after  the  earthquake  of  March  27,  1964. 

Urban  Mass  Transportation  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1969  availability _ 1  ($703,  000) 

Supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  393) _  1  (665,  000) 

House  allowance _  1  (800,  000) 

Committee  recommendation _  0 


i  By  transfer. 

The  committee  recommends  the  denial  of  the  additional  funds  for 
administrative  expenses.  It  is  believed  that  the  amount  currently 
available  should  be  sufficient  for  the  balance  of  the  current  fiscal  year. 

This  would  appear  to  have  been  a  matter  for  more  proper  considera¬ 
tion  at  the  time  of  the  hearings  on  the  grant  program  in  connection 
with  the  regular  bill  on  July  15. 

CHAPTER  XI 

TREASURY  DEPARTMENT 

Bureau  of  Accounts 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1969  appropriation _  $42,  999,  000 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  393) _  1,  878,  000 

House  allowance _  1,  878,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  1,  878,  000 


The  committee  recommends  the  amount  of  the  supplemental  esti¬ 
mate  and  the  same  as  allowed  by  the  House,  to  provide  disbursing 
facilities  for  the  Bureau  of  Accounts  in  conjunction  with  the  con¬ 
solidated  activities  of  the  Veterans’  Administration.  Of  the  request, 
$1,400,000  will  be  required  for  computers  for  disbursing  facilities. 

Internal  Revenue  Service 
compliance 


1969  appropriation _  $541,  500,  000 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (H.  Doc.  393) _  1,  575,  000 

House  allowance _  1,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  1,  000,  000 
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The  committee  concurs  with  the  House  allowance  of  $1  million 
which  sum  is  $575,000  below  the  supplemental  request.  The  amount 
allowed  will  enable  the  Internal  Revenue  Service  to  initiate  work  on 
the  responsibilities  assigned  to  the  Service  by  the  Omnibus  Crime 
Control  and  Safe  Streets  Act  (Public  Law  90-351)  and  to  proceed 
with  these  activities  until  the  next  session  of  the  Congress  when  more 
dependable  estimates  can  be  presented. 

EISENHOWER  COLLEGE  GRANTS 


1969  appropriation _  None 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (II.  Doc.  393) _  $5,  000,  000 

House  allowance _  5,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  5,  000,  000 


The  committee  recommends  the  full  supplemental  estimate  of  $5 
million,  which  is  the  same  amount  as  allowed  by  the  House.  The  sum 
will  be  used  to  provide  Federal  funds  to  match  gifts  and  other  volun¬ 
tary  donations  to  the  Eisenhower  College  at  Seneca  Falls,  N.Y.,  as 
authorized  by  Public  Law  90-354.  The  funds  will  be  used  to  construct 
educational  facilities. 

Secret  Service 

LANGUAGE  AMENDMENT 

The  committee  recommends  that  the  following  language  amendment 
be  included  in  the  bill. 


U.S.  Secret  Service 

Section  3056  of  title  18,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking 
out  the  second  clause  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
“protect  the  person  of  a  former  President  and  his  wife  during  his 
lifetime,  the  person  of  the  widow  of  a  former  President  until  her 
death  or  remarriage,  and  minor  children  of  a  former  President  until 
they  reach  sixteen  years  of  age,  unless  such  protection  is  declined”. 

A  comparative  print  of  existing  law  and  the  proposal  follows: 

(Note:  New  wording  indicated  by  italics;  wording  to  be  deleted 
indicated  by  brackets.) 

18  U.S.C.  3056.  Secret  Service  Powers 

Subject  to  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  the 
United  States  Secret  Service,  Treasury  Department,  is  authorized 
to  protect  the  person  of  the  President  of  the  United  States,  the 
members  of  his  immediate  family,  the  President-elect,  the  Vice 
President  or  other  officer  next  in  the  order  of  succession  to  the  office 
of  President,  and  the  Vice  President-elect;  protect  the  person  of  a 
former  President  and  his  wife  during  his  lifetime,  [and]  the  person 
of  a  widow  of  a  former  President  until  her  death  or  remarriage,  and 
minor  children  of  a  forme*-  President  until  they  reach  16  years  of  age 
[for  a  period  of  four  years  after  he  leaves  or  dies  in  office],  unless 
such  protection  is  declined.” 
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EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 

Council  of  Economic  Advisers 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1969  appropriation -  $880,  000 

1969  supplemental  estimate  (S.  Doc.  80) _  350,  000 

House  allowance _  None 

Committee  recommendation _  200,  000 


For  the  Council  of  Economic  Advisers  the  committee  recommends 
the  sum  of  $200,000  which  is  $150,000  below  the  supplemental  esti¬ 
mate  and  $200,000  above  the  House.  The  amount  recommended  will 
be  utilized  by  the  Cabinet  Committee  on  Price  Stability,  established 
by  the  President  on  February  23,  1968.  The  Cabinet  Committee  is 
responsible  for  (1)  preparing  and  publishing  studies  of  private  and 
public  activities  bearing  on  price  stability;  (2)  working  with  business, 
labor,  and  public  officials  to  promote  overall  price  stability;  and 
(3)  recommending  legislation  to  advance  price  stability  in  a  free 
market  economy. 

CHAPTER  XII 

CLAIMS  AND  JUDGMENTS 

The  committee  concurs  with  the  House  and  recommends  an  appro¬ 
priation  of  $35,238,696,  the  amount  of  the  budget  estimate,  for 
claims  and  judgements  rendered  against  the  United  States.  Of  this 
sum,  damage  and  other  type  claims  total  $32,896,183,  which  claims 
are  authorized  under  various  laws,  and  $2,342,513  is  made  available 
to  liquidate  judgments  rendered  by  the  U.S.  Court  of  Claims  and 
district  courts.  Factual  data  on  these  claims  and  judgments  are  con¬ 
tained  in  House  Document  No.  393,  90th  Congress. 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS,  CHAPTER  XIII 

The  House  included  general  provisions  in  the  bill  which  would 
grant  exemption  from  the  overall  expenditure,  lending  obligation, 
and  loan  authority  ceilings  in  sections  202  and  203  of  the  Revenue 
and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1968  with  respect  to  the  farm  price- 
support  program  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  and  with 
respect  to  grants  for  public  assistance  under  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  for  the  current  fiscal  year  1969. 
The  House  provision  granted  a  limited  exemption  of  not  more  than 
$907  million  above  the  January  budget  estimate  of  expenditures  and 
net  lending  for  farm  price  supports  and  a  limited  exemption  of  not 
more  than  $560  million  for  public  assistance  grants. 

The  committee  has  deleted  the  entire  House  provision  and  has 
rewritten  it  granting  similar  exemption  for  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  at  a  figure  of  not  to  exceed  $907  million  in  section  a  and 
in  section  b,  has  granted  an  exemption  with  respect  to  the  public 
assistance  program  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $750  million.  This  is 
necessary  because  of  a  revised  estimate  some  $800  million  higher  than 
anticipated  causing  an  overrun  of  approximately  $240  million.  The 
provision  included  in  the  bill  by  the  committee  as  a  substitute  for  the 
House  provision  reads  as  follows : 
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Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1968 

Sec.  1302.  (a)  Expenditures  and  net  lending  during  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1969,  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  ( not  more  than  $907,000,000)  for  farm 
price  supports  ( not  including  amounts  for  special  activities )  in  excess  of  the  amounts 
estimated  therefor  on  page  239  of  the  Budget  for  1969  (H.  Doc.  225,  Pan  1),  and 
new  obligational  and  loan  authority  heretofore  or  hereafter  enacted  for  such  fiscal 
year  for  such  purposes  in  excess  of  the  amounts  estimated  therefor  on  page  239  of 
the  Budget  for  1969,  shall  not  be  counted  against  the  aggregate  limitations  on  ex¬ 
penditures  and  net  lending  and  new  obligational  authority  and  loan  authority  pre¬ 
scribed  by  Sections  202(a)  and  203(a)  of  Title  II  of  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure 
Control  Act  of  1968. 

(b)  Expenditures  and  net  lending  during  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969, 
by  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  (not  more  than  $750,000,000) 
for  grants  to  States  for  public  assistance  as  aidhorized  by  the  Social  Security  Act,  as 
amended,  in  excess  of  the  amounts  estimated  therefor  on  page  15  of  the  Budget  for  1969 
(H.  Doc.  225,  Part  1),  and  new  obligational  and  loan  authority  heretofore  or  hereafter 
enacted  for  such  fiscal  year  for  such  purposes  in  excess  of  the  amounts  estimated  there¬ 
for  on  pages  306  and  307  of  the  Budget  for  1969,  shall  not  be  counted  against  the 
aggregate  limitations  on  expenditures  and  net  lending  and  new  obligational  authority 
and  loan  authority  prescribed  by  Sections  202(a)  and  203(a)  of  Title  II  of  the  Revenue 
and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1968. 
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Calendar  No.  1 660 


90th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


H.  R.  20300 


[Report  No.  1667] 


IN  THE  SENATE  0E  THE  UNITED  STATES 

October  9, 1968 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 

October  9, 1968 

Reported,  under  authority  of  the  order  of  the  Senate  of  March  16,  1967,  by 

Mr.  Holland,  with  amendments 

[Omit  the  part  struck  through  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


AN  ACT 

Making  supplemental  appropriations  for  tlie  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  to  supply  sup- 

5  plemental  appropriations  (this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the 

6  “'Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1969”)  for  the  fiscal  year 

7  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes,  namely: 
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CHAPTER,  I 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


Extension  Service 

COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND 

EXPENSES 

Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Pico 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “ Payments  to  States  and 
Puerto  Pico" ,  for  'payments  for  extension  work  under  section 
109  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Public  Education  Act,  as 
amended  by  the  Act  of  June  20,  1968  (Public  Law  90-354), 
$150,000. 

Consumer  and  Marketing  Service 

FOOD  STAMP  PROGRAM 

Eor  an  additional  amount  for  “Food  stamp  program”, 
$4-0,0007900  $90,000,000 :  Provided,  That  additional  ex¬ 
penditures  resulting  from  amounts  provided  in  this  para¬ 
graph  shall  he  fully  offset  by  sale  of  notes  held  by  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  or  other  assets  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  to  prevent  further  expenditure 
reductions  against  existing  programs  pursuant  to  the  Rev¬ 
enue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1968. 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “ Salaries  and  expenses ”, 
$400,000. 
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Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 

Service 

indemnity  payments  to  dairy  farmers 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
the  Act  of  August  13,  1968  (Public  Law  90-484) ,  $300,- 
000 :  Provided ,  That  none  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  Act 
shall  be  used  to  make  indemnity  payments  to  any  farmer 
whose  milk  was  removed  from  commercial  markets  as  a 
result  of  his  willful  failure  to  follow  procedures  prescribed 
by  the  Federal  Government. 

Farmers  Home  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses’ ’, 
including  necessary  expenses ,  not  otherwise  provided,  for 
carrying  out  the  responsibilities  of  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  under  sections  235  and  236  of  the  National  Housing 
Act,  as  amended  by  sections  101(a),  201(a),  respectively, 
of  the  Act  of  August  1,  1968  (Public  Law  90-448), 
$955,000. 

SELF-HELP  HOUSING  LAND  DEVELOPMENT  FUND 
For  direct  loans  pursuant  to  section  523(b)  (1)  (B )  of 
the  Housing  Act  of  1949  (42  U.S.C.  1471-1490)  and 
related  advances,  $1,000,000,  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 
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MUTUAL  AND  SELF-HELP  HOUSING 

For  grants  pursuant  to  section  523(b)  (1)  (A)  of  the 
Housing  Act  of  1949  (42  U.S.C.  1471-1490),  $2,700,000, 
to  remain  available  until  expended. 

CHAPTER  II 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 
Federal  Funds 

LOANS  TO  TUN  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  FOR  CAPITAL 

OUTLAY 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Loans  to  the  District  of 
Columbia  for  capital  outlay”,  $7,902,000,  to  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  expended  and  to  be  advanced  upon  request  of  the 
Commissioner  to  the  general  fund. 

Commission  on  Revision  of  the  Criminal  Laws 
of  the  District  of  Columbia 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  Title  X  of  the  Act 
of  December  27,  1967  (81  Stat.  742-743),  establishing 
the  Commission  on  Revision  of  the  Criminal  Laws  of  the 
District  of  Columbia,  $150,000,  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 
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District  op  Columbia  Funds 

OPERATING  EXPENSES 
General  Operating  Expenses 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “General  operating 
expenses”,  $5750Q  $ 1,049,500 . 

Public  Safety 

For  an  additional  amount  for  uPublic  safety'' ,  $ 136,000 . 

Settlement  of  Claims  and  Suits 
For  the  payment  of  claims  in  excess  of  $250,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  February  11,  1929,  as 
amended  (45  Stat.  1160;  46  Stat.  500;  65  Stat.  131), 
$27,900. 

CAPITAL  OUTLAY 

Capital  Outlay 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Capital  outlay”, 
$10,590,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended:  Provided , 
That  $2,688,000  of  this  amount  shall  not  he  available  for 
expenditure  until  July  1,  1969:  Provided  further .  That 
$2,404,000  shall  be  available  for  construction  services  by 
the  Director  of  Buildings  and  Grounds  or  by  contract  for 
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architectural  engineering  services,  as  may  be  determined  by 
the  Commissioner. 

DIVISION  OF  EXPENSES 

The  sums  appropriated  herein  for  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia  shall  be  paid  out  of  the  general  fund  of  the  District  of 
Columbia. 

CHAPTER  111 
FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE 
FUNDS  APPROPRIATED  TO  THE 
PRESIDENT 

MILITARY  ASSISTANCE 

Foreign  Military  Credit  Sales 
For  expenses  of  financing  sales  of  defense  articles  and 
defense  services,  as  authorized  hy  law,  $296,000,000,  to 
remain  available  until  expended. 

Subscription  to  the  International  Development  Association 
For  payment  of  the  first  of  three  installments  of  the  in¬ 
creased  participation  of  the  United  States  in  the  International 
Development  Association,  as  authorized  by  law,  $160,000,- 
000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 
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CHAPTER  444  I V 
INDEPENDENT  OFFICES 
FEDERAL  TRADE  COMMISSION 
Salaries  and  Expenses 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
including  carrying  out  the  functions  of  the  Federal  Trade 
Commission  under  Title  I  of  the  Consumer  Credit  Protection 
Act  of  1968  (Public  Law  90-321),  $gOOjQOO  $400,000. 

GENERAL  SERVICES  ADMINISTRATION 
Real  Property  Activities 

CONSTRUCTION,  PUBLIC  BUILDINGS  PROJECTS 
Funds  heretofore  appropriated  under  the  heading  “Gen¬ 
eral  Services  Administration,  Construction,  Public  buildings 
projects”,  shall  be  available  in  the  amount  of  $6,000,000,  for 
the  construction  of  the  substructure,  Courthouse  and  Federal 
Office  Building,  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania:  Provided,  That 
the  foregoing  amount  shall  be  the  maximum  construction 
improvement  cost  which  may  be  exceeded  to  the  extent  that 
savings  are  effected  in  other  projects,  but  by  not  to  exceed 
10  per  centum. 
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OPERATING  EXPENSES,  NATIONAL  ARCHIVES  AND 

RECORDS  SERVICE 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “ Operating  expenses, 
National  Archives  and  Records  Service”,  $748,000. 

ALLOWANCES  AND  OFFICE  FACILITIES  FOR  FORMER 

PRESIDENTS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  u  Allowances  and  Office 
Facilities  for  Former  Presidents” ,  $ 40,000 ,  and  funds  ap¬ 
propriated  under  this  head  shall  be  available  hereafter  for 
travel  and  related  expenses  of  former  Presidents  and  not  to 
exceed  two  members  of  their  staffs. 

Securities  and  Exchange  Commission 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  uSalaries  and  expenses” , 

$200,000. 

DEPARTMENT  OE  HOUSING  AND  URBAN 

DEVELOPMENT 
Federal  Insurance  Programs 

FLOOD  INSURANCE 

For  necessary  administrative  expenses,  not  otherwise 
provided  for,  in  carrying  out  the  National  Flood  Insurance 
Act  of  1968  (82  Stat.  572) ,  $1,500,000. 

Mortgage  Credit 

HOMEOWNERSHIP  AND  RENTAL  HOUSING  ASSISTANCE 

For  homeownership  assistance  payments,  authorized  by 
section  235,  and  for  interest  reduction  payments  as  author- 
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ized  by  section  236  of  the  National  Housing  Act,  as 
amended  (82  Stat.  477  and  498) ,  $5y000y000  $ 11,500,000 : 
Provided,  That  the  total  payments  that  may  be  required 
in  any  fiscal  year  by  all  contracts  entered  into  under  section 
235  shall  not  exceed  $1-5,000,000  $75,000,000  and  by  those 
entered  into  under  section  236  shall  not  exceed  $15,000,000 
$75,000,000. 

LOW  AND  MODERATE  INCOME  SPONSOR  FUND 
For  the  low  and  moderate  income  sponsor  fund,  au¬ 
thorized  by  section  106  of  the  Housing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1968  (82  Stat.  490),  $2,000,000. 

Federal  Housing  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  administrative  expenses  of  programs  of 
mortgage  credit,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  $1,250,000. 
Eimitatiou  on  Nona d i nuns tra ti-ve  Expcnsesy  Federal 

Administration 
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Limitation  on  Administrative  and,  Nonadministrative 
Expenses,  Federal  Housing  Administration 
In  addition  to  amounts  made  available  under  this  head 
for  the  current  fiscal  year,  not  to  exceed  $350,000  shall  be 
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available  for  administrative  expenses  and  not  to  exceed 
$ 3,500,000  shall  be  available  for  nonadministrative  expenses. 

Departmental  Management 

FAIR  HOUSING  PROGRAM 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  the  functions  of  the 
Secretary  of  Housing*  and  Urban  Development  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  Title  VIII  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1968  (82 
Stat.  81),  $4 >000-, -000  $7,000,000. 

Renewal  and  Housing  Assistance 

COLLEGE  HOUSING 

The  total  payments  that  may  be  required  in  any  fiscal 
year  by  all  contracts  for  annual  grants  with  educational 
institutions  entered  into  pursuant  to  section  401  of  the 
Housing  Act  of  1950,  as  amended  (82  Stat.  604) ,  shall  not 
exceed  $2,500,000. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$500,000. 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  401.  Subject  to  the  limitations  in  this  Act,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  is  authorized, 
with  respect  to  any  activity  authorized  by  the  Housing  and 
Urban  Development  Act  of  1968  and  made  subject  thereby 
to  the  provisions  of  the  Government  Corporation  Control 
Act,  as  amended,  to  make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits 
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of  funds  and  borrowing  authority  available  for  such  activity 
and  in  accord  with  law,  and  to  make  such  contracts  and  com¬ 
mitments  without  regard  to  fiscal  year  limitations  as  pro¬ 
vided  by  section  104  of  the  Government  Corporation  Control 
Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  appli¬ 
cable  provisions  of  the  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act 
of  1968  during  the  current  fiscal  year , 

Sec.  402.  Reorganization  Plan  Numbered  1  of  1958, 
as  amended,  is  further  amended  by  striking  out  “ Office  of 
Emergency  Planning  '  wherever  appearing  therein  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  uOffice  of  Emergency  Preparedness 
Any  reference  in  any  other  law  to  the  Office  of  Emergency 
Planning  shall,  after  the  date  of  this  Act,  be  deemed  to  refer 
to  the  Office  of  Emergency  Preparedness. 

CHAPTER  iN  V 

DEPARTMENT  OE  THE  INTERIOR 
Bueeatj  of  Indian  Affaies 

EDUCATION  AND  WELFARE  SEEYICES 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Education  and  welfare 
services”,  $752-, 000  $ 2,052,000 . 

Bureau  of  Outdooe  Receeation 

LAND  AND  WATEE  CONSEEVATION 
For  a  repayable  advance  to  the  Land  and  Water  Con¬ 
servation  Fund,  as  authorized  by  Section  4  (b)  of  the  Land 
and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  of  1965,  as  amended 
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(16  U.S.O.  4601-7) ,  $53^000^)00  $92,000,000,  to  remain 
available  until  expended. 

F or  an  additional  amount  for  “Land  and  water  conser¬ 
vation”  to  carry  out  the  property  acquisition  provisions  of 
the  Act  of  October  2,  1968,  Public  Law  90-545  and  the 
provisions  of  the  Act  of  June  4,  1968  (82  Stat.  168),  to 
be  derived  from  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund 
and  to  remain  available  until  expended,  $557500,000 
$94,500,000,  of  which  not  to  exceed  $46,000,000 
$85,000,000  shall  be  for  liquidation  of  obligations  incurred 
pursuant  to  Section  3  (b)  (1)  of  said  Act  of  October  2,  1968. 

National  Park  Service 

MANAGEMENT  AND  PROTECTION 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Management  and  pro¬ 
tection”,  $400j000  $421,000. 

MAINTENANCE  AND  REHABILITATION  OF  PHYSICAL 

FACILITIES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Maintenance  and  rehabili¬ 
tation  of  physical  facilities”,  $50,000  $169,000. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND 

WELFARE 

Public  Health  Service 

HEALTH  SERVICES 
INDIAN  HEALTH  ACTIVITIES 
4  or  an  additional  amount  for  “ Indian  health  activities  ' , 
$ 850,000 . 
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CONSTRUCTION  OF  INDIAN  HEALTH  FACILITIES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Construction  of  Indian 
health  facilities”,  $3,350,000  $4,944,000,  to  remain  available 


until  expended. 


CHAPTER  A1  VI 


DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND 

WELFARE 


OFFICE  OF  EDUCATION 


ELEMENT.  I RY  .  1 NI)  SECOND.  I  ItY  EDUC.  I  TION.  I  L 


.1077  1 777 ES 


HIGHER  EDUCATIONAL  ACTIVITIES 
Appropriations  for  “Elementary  and  secondary  educa¬ 
tional  activities”  and  “Higher  educational  activities,”  for 
the  fiscal  year  1969,  shall  be  available  in  an  amount  not  to 
exceed  $3,000,000  for  necessary  expenses  for  planning 
the  implementation  of  new  and  expanded  programs  of  the 
Office  of  Education  under  legislation  enacted  during  the 
second  session  of  the  90th  Congress,  to  be  derived  from  funds 
available  for  the  purposes  of  Title  III,  Elementary  and  Sec¬ 
ondary  Education  Act,  as  amended. 

HIGHER  EDUCATIONAL  ACTIVITIES 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Higher  educational 
activities”  for  programs  of  special  service  to  disadvantaged, 
college  students,  and  for  payments  authorized  by  section 
108(b)  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Public  Education  Act, 
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as  amended  (Public  Law  90-354,  approved  June  20,  1968) , 
$7 ,741,000  of  which  $500,000  shall  be  available  for  such 
special  service  programs. 

Social  and  Rehabilitation  Service 

JUVENILE  DELINQUENCY  PREVENTION  AND  CONTROL 
JAr  earrving  onf  fke  purposes  of  Ike  Juvenile  Ilelin 
ffueney-  Rrevenfion  m+d  Confeol  Aef  of  A908r  $5,000,000-? 
Prtwided-  That  none  el  Ike  funds  eontained  kevein  skull  ke 
used  in  make  granfsT  under  Rifle  4  of  said  AeU  in  eveess  of 
fke  follovrino^  -(A)-  $12,-500  eaek  fo  4ke  Virgin  Islands, 
(tuani,  Anierienn  San+aor  and  fke  Trnsf  -t-eeriforv  of  fke 
Ravi  fie  Islands,  -fdf  $50,000  fo  eaek  of  fke  50  States,  fke 
Disfriet  of  Columbia,  and  fke  Common  weaffk  of  Ruerto  Rieor 
For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the  Juvenile  Delin¬ 
quency  Prevention  and  Control  Act  of  1968  (Public  Law 
90-445,  approved  July  31,  1968),  $12,000,000,  including 
$ 650,000  for  support  of  the  President's  Commission  on  the 
Causes  and  Prevention  of  Violence. 


1 

o 

O 

O 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

V2 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 


15 


CHAPTER  A4  VII 

LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH 

SENATE 

Salaries,  Officers  and  Employees 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 
For  an  additional  amount  for  office  of  the  Secretary, 
$16, d70:  Provided.  That  the  Secretary  may  employ  a 
Curator  of  Art  and  Antiquities  at  not  to  exceed  $ 22,089  per 
annum. 

Contingent  Expenses  of  the  Senate 

MI  SC  ELL  A  NEO  US  I TEMS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  Miscellaneous  Items,  $11- 
250 ,  for  expenses  of  the  Commission  on  Art  and  Antiquities 
of  the  Senate. 

House  of  Representatives 
For  payment  to  Elizabeth  Lee  Pool,  widow  of  Joe  R. 
Pool,  late  a  Representative  from  the  State  of  Texas, 
$30,000. 
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For  payment  to  Emily  J.  Holland,  widow  of  Elmer  J. 
Holland,  late  a  Representative  from  the  State  of  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  $30,000. 

CONTINGENT  EXPENSES  OF  THE  HOUSE 
Reporting  Hearings 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Reporting  hearings”, 
$145,000. 

JOINT  ITEMS 

Joint  Committee  on  Defense  Production 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Joint  Committee  on 
Defense  Production”,  $8,630. 

Capitol  Police 

GENER . I L  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “ General  Expenses", 

$34,000. 

Education  of  Pages 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Education  of  pages”, 
$18,581. 

Li  beaky  of  Congress 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”. 

$200,000. 
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CHAPTER  VIII 
PUBLIC  WORKS 

DEPARTMENT  OF  TIIE  INTERIOR 

Bureau  of  Reclamation 

UPPER  COLORADO  RIVER  STORAGE  PROJECT 
For  an  additional  amount  for  the  “Upper  Colorado 
River  Storage  Project'’'  for  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin 
Fund,  $ 2,700,000 ,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

INDEPENDENT  OFFICES 
National  Water  Commission 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  Septem¬ 
ber  26,  1968  (Public  Law  90-515),  including  compen¬ 
sation  of  the  Executive  Director  at  level  IV  of  the  Execu¬ 
tive  Schedide,  $300,000. 

CHAPTER  IX 

STATE,  JUSTICE,  COMMERCE,  AND  TIIE 

JUDICIARY 

DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 

Legal  Activities  and  General  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES,  GENERAL  ADMINISTRATION 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “ Salaries  and  expenses , 


general  administration ”,  $136,000. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 
Maritime  Administration 

STATE  MARINE  SCHOOLS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “State  marine  schools”, 
for  liquidation  of  obligations  incurred  for  'payment  of  allow¬ 
ances  for  uniforms,  textbooks  and  subsistence  of  cadets  at 
State  marine  schools,  to  remain  available  until  expended, 
$210,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amounts  for 
administrative  and  warehouse  expenses  in  the  appropriation 
for  “Ship  construction” . 

Foreign  Direct  Investment  Control 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses” , 
$500,000. 

THE  JUDICIARY 

Courts  of  Appeal,  District  Courts,  and  Other 

Judicial  Services 

SALARIES  OF  JUDGES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  of  judges”, 
$51,000. 

SALARIES  OF  SUPPORTING  PERSONNEL 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “ Salaries  of  supporting 
personnel”,  $38,000. 
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TRAVEL  AND  MISCELLANEOUS  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “ Travel  and  miscellane¬ 
ous  expenses'' ,  $45,000. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

COURTS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  11  Administrative  Office  of 
the  United  States  Courts" ,  $15,000. 

CHAPTER  AH  X 

DEPARTMENT  OE  TRANSPORTATION 
Office  of  the  Seceetaey 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

Eor  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$250,000. 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 
operations 

Eor  an  additional  amount  for  “Operations”,  $4,000,000. 

Federal  Railroad  Administration 

ALASKA  RAILROAD  REVOLVING  FUND 

Payment  to  the  Alaska  Railroad  Revolving  Fund 

For  payment  to  the  Alaska  Railroad  revolving  fund  for 
payment  of  approved  contractor  claims  relating  to  author¬ 
ized  work  of  the  Alaska  Railroad,  involving  the  reconstruc¬ 
tion  of  the  Seward  Dock  facilities  destroyed  as  a  result  of  the 
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Alaska  earthquake,  $580,000,  which  may  be  made  available 
to  the  Corps  of  Engineers  for  payment  of  such  claims. 
UllBAN  M-AfiS  TRANSPORTATION  ADMINISTRATION 


SALARIES  AND  ENFENSES 


of  the  -Urban  Maos 


tien  Administration,  including  uniforms  and  allowances  there- 
forj  as  authorized  by  law  -{b  U.StC.  5901  5902)  ;  hire  of 
passenger  motor  vehicles ;  and  sorvieos  as  authorised  by  b 
U.S.C.  -3-1-09-;-  $3003)007  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the 
appropriation  for  ‘‘Urban  mass  transportation  grantsU 

CHAPTER  MIH  XI 


TREASURY  DEPARTMENT 


Bureau  of  Accounts 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

Eor  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$1,878,000. 

Internal  Revenue  Service 
compliance 

Eor  an  additional  amount  for  “Compliance”,  $1,000,000. 

Eisenhower  College  Grants 
For  matching  grants  for  the  construction  of  educational 
facilities  at  Eisenhower  College,  as  authorized  by  law,  $5,- 
000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 
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UNITED  STATES  SECRET  SERVICE 

Section  3056  of  title  18,  United  States  Code  i  S  amended 
by  striking  out  the  second  clause  and  inserting  in  lieu  th-reof 
the  following:  “ protect  the  person  of  a  former  President  and 
his  wife  during  his  lifetime,  the  person  of  the  widow  of  a 
former  President  until  her  death  or  remarriage,  and  minor 
children  of  a  former  President  until  they  reach  sixteen  years 
of  age,  unless  such  protection  is  declined ” . 

EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 
Council  of  Economic  Advisers 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  Expenses”, 

$200,000. 

CHAPTER  UN  Nil 
CLAIMS  AND  JUDGMENTS 
For  payment  of  claims  settled  and  determined  by  de¬ 
partments  and  agencies  in  accord  with  law  and  judgments 
rendered  against  the  United  States  by  the  United  States 
Court  of  Claims  and  United  States  district  courts,  as  set  forth 
in  House  Document  Numbered  393,  Ninetieth  Congress, 
$35,238,696,  together  with  such  amounts  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  pay  interest  (as  and  when  specified  in  such  judgments 
or  provided  by  law)  and  such  additional  sums  due  to  in- 
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creases  in  rates  of  exchange  as  may  be  necessary  to  pay 
claims  in  foreign  currency:  Provided ,  That  no  judgment 
herein  appropriated  for  shall  be  paid  until  it  shall  become  final 
and  conclusive  against  the  United  States  by  failure  of  the 
parties  to  appeal  or  otherwise:  Provided  further ,  That  unless 
otherwise  specifically  required  by  law  or  by  the  judgment, 
payment  of  interest  wherever  appropriated  for  herein  shall 
not  continue  for  more  than  thirty  days  after  the  date  of  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  Act. 

CHAPTER  X  XIII 
GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  4-904  1301.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained 
in  this  Act  shall  remain  available  for  obligation  beyond  the 
current  fiscal  year  unless  expressly  so  provided  herein. 

Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1968 
Sec.  1 OOA  Expenditures  and  net  lending  during  the 
hseal  year  ending  June  80r  4960r  by  the  hfonunodity  Credit 
Corporation  -foot  more  titan  $997 , 090000)-  for  farm  priee 
supports  -foot  including  amounts  for  speeinf  activities) and 
by  the  -department  of  Health,  Edueat-kng  and  Welfare  -(-not 
more  than  $569,009,900)  for  grants  to  States  for  public 
assistance  as  authorized  by  the  Soeiaf  Security  Aetj  as 
amended,  in  excess  of  the  respective  amounts  estimated 
therefor  on  pages  989  and  45  of  the  Budget  for  4969  -(Hr 
doer  -225,  Ibrrt  4fr  and  new  obligation al  and  loan  authority 
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heretofore  or  hereafter  enacted  for  sueh  fiseal  year  for  sueh 
purposes  ffl  eseess  of  the  respective  amounts  estimated 
therefor  on  pages  23h  and  hOh  and  hde  of  the  Budget  for 
44Mhh  shah  not  he  eonnted  against  the  aggregate  limitations 
on  expenditures  and  net  lending  and  new  ohhgatienal  au¬ 
thority  and  loan  authority  prescribed  hy  Sections  20-2  (a)  and 
203-(-a)-  of  Title  44  of  the  Re-venue  and  Expenditure  Control 
Aet  of 


Sec.  1302.  (a)  Expenditures  and  net  lending  during  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  hy  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  (not  more  than  $907 ,000,000 )  for  farm  price 
supports  ( not  including  amounts  for  special  activities)  in 
excess  of  the  amounts  estimated  therefor  on  page  239  of  the 
Budget  for  1969  (H.  Doc.  225,  Part  1),  and  new  ohliga- 
tional  and  loan  authority  heretofore  or  hereafter  enacted  for 
such  fscal  year  for  such  purposes  in  excess  of  the  amounts 
estimated  therefor  on  page  239  of  the  Budget  for  1969,  shall 
not  he  counted  against  the  aggregate  limitations  on  expendi¬ 
tures  and  net  lending  and  new  obligational  authority  and  loan 
authority  prescribed  hy  Sections  202  ( a)  and  203  ( a)  of  Title 
II  of  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1968. 

(h)  Expenditures  and  net  lending  during  the  fscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1969,  hy  the  Department  of  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation,  and  Welfare  (not  more  than  $750,000,000)  for 
grants  to  States  for  public  assistance  as  authorized  by  the 
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Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  in  excess  of  the  amounts 
estimated  therefor  on  page  15  of  the  Budget  for  1969 
( H.  Doc.  225,  Part  1 ) ,  and  new  ohligational  and  loan 
authority  heretofore  or  hereafter  enacted  for  such  fiscal  year 
for  such  purposes  in  excess  of  the  amounts  estimated  therefor 
on  pages  306  and  307  of  the  Budget  for  1969,  shall  not  he 
counted  against  the  aggregate  limitations  on  expenditures  and 
net  lending  and  new  ohligational  authority  and  loan  authority 
prescribed  hy  Sections  202(a)  and  203(a)  of  Title  11  of  the 
Bevenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1968. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  October  9  (legisla¬ 
tive  day,  October  8) ,  1968. 

Attest:  W.  PAT  JENNINGS, 

Clerk. 
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CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 
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license  pending  final  action  on  his  appli¬ 
cation  for  relief. 

The  Senate  amendment  was  the  same  ex¬ 
cept  that  ( 1 )  the  crimes  referred  to  are 
cringes  of  violence  punishable  as  felonies;  (2) 
reliends  provided  for  restrictions  imposed  by 
any  Federal  law  (not  just  chapter  44)  in¬ 
curred  By  reason  of  such  conviction;  (3)  in¬ 
stead  of  aystandard  for  relief  relating  to  the 
lawfulness\)f  future  conduct  of  the  appli¬ 
cant’s  business,  the  standard  is  that  the  ap¬ 
plicant  is  not  vikely  to  act  in  a  manner  dan¬ 
gerous  to  publicssafety;  and  (4)  only  licensed 
manufacturers,  Importers  and  dealers  are 
permitted  to  operate  under  their  licenses 
pending  final  actiork  on  an  application  for 
relief. 

The  conference  substitute  conforms  to  the 
House  bill,  except  that  tnk  standard  for  relief 
provided  in  the  SenatX  amendment  is 
adopted,  as  is  the  Senate  provision  for  relief 
from  restrictions  imposed  by  any  Federal  law 
(not  just  chapter  44)  by  reason  iqf  conviction. 

Import  controls — The  House  xjill  banned 
importation  of  all  surplus  militarV  firearms, 
while  the  Senate  version  permitted  importa¬ 
tion  of  military  surplus,  rifles,  and  shotguns 
suitable  for  or  readily  adaptable  to  sporting 
purposes.  The  conference  substitute  contains 
the  provision  in  the  House  bill. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE 

The  House  bill  provided  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  to  chapter  44  of  title  18,  United  States 
Code,  would  take  effect  180  days  after  the 
bill’s  date  of  enactment.  The  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  provided  that  the  amendment  to  chap¬ 
ter  44  would  take  effect  on  December  16, 
1968 — as  originally  provided  in  the  Omnibus 
Crime  Control  and  Safe  Streets  Act  of  1968 — 
except  that  a  provision  of  chapter  44  relating 
to  restrictions  on  imports  of  firearms  and 
ammunition  would  take  effect  on  August  1, 
1968.  The  conference  substitute  conforms  .to 
the  Senate  amendment  except  that  it  pro¬ 
vides  that  the  restriction  on  imports  of  fire¬ 
arms  and  ammunition  shall  take  effect  on 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the  bill. 

The  Senate  amendment  and  the  House 
bill  contained  identical  anti-preemption 
provisions,  but  the  Senate  amendment  con¬ 
tained  an  added  provision,  not  in  the  House 
bill,  that':  “no  governmental  agency,  in¬ 
cluding  State,  possession,  or  political  sub¬ 
division,  may  legalize  the  confiscation  of 
otherwise  legally  held  and  used  firearms”. 
Although  the  conference  substitute  does  not 
contain  this  added  provision  of  the  Senate 
amendment,  it  is  intended  that  the  Act 
not  be  construed  to  authorize  the  confisca¬ 
tion  of  lawfully  possessed  firearms. 

AMENDMENT  TO  TITLE  VII  OF  THE  OMNI 

CRIME  CONTROL  AND  SAFE  STREETS  ACT/OF 

1968 

Definition  of  "felony". — The  Senate 
amendment  contained  a  provision  not  in  the 
House  bill  redefining  the  term  “f/lony”  in 
section  1202(c)  (2)  of  title  VII  of/the  Omni¬ 
bus  Crime  Control  and  Safe  Streets  Act  of 
1968 — relating  to  unlawful  possession  or  re¬ 
ceipt  of  firearms.  That  term/was  defined  to 
mean,  in  the  case  of  Stater  law,  an  offense 
determined  by  the  laws  or  the  State  to  be  a 
felony.  The  conference/  substitute  defines 
that  term  as  any  offense  punishable  by  im¬ 
prisonment  for  a  term  exceeding  1  year,  but 
does  exclude  from  irne  definition  any  offense 
(other  than  one  /involving  a  firearm  or  ex¬ 
plosive)  classified  as  a  misdemeanor  under 
the  laws  of  ar  State  and  punishable  by  a 
term  of  imprisonment  of  2  years  or  less. 

Veterans/not  barred  from  receiving,  pos¬ 
sessing  or  transporting  firearms  unless  dis¬ 
honorably  discharged — -The  House  bill  con¬ 
tained/  a  provision,  not  in  the  Senate  ver- 
sioiy'which  changed  a  provision  in  title  VII 
of  /The  Omnibus  Crime  Control  and  Safe 
reets  Act  of  1968  barring  veterans  dis- 
bharged  under  “other  than  honorable  con¬ 
ditions”  from  receiving,  possessing  or  trans¬ 


porting  firearms,  to  bar  only  veterans  dis¬ 
charged  under  “dishonorable  conditions”. 
The  effective  date  of  the  House  provision  was 
made  to  coincide  with  the  enactment  date 
of  title  VII  (J une  19,  1968).  The  conference 
substitute  contains  the  provisions  of  the 
House  bill. 

AMENDMENTS  TO  INTERNAL  REVENUE  CODE  OF 
1954  (NATIONAL  FIREARMS  ACT) 

The  Senate  amendment  contained  a  pro¬ 
vision,  not  in  the  House  bill,  which  amended 
the  National  Firearms  Act  in  the  following 
significant  respects:  The  scope  of  that  Act 
was  extended  to  cover  additional  weapons, 
most  notably  destructive  devices;  the  regis¬ 
tration  requirements  were  extended  to  all 
weapons  covered  by  the  Act;  any  element 
of  self-incrimination  was  eliminated;  and 
increased  penalties  were  provided  for  viola¬ 
tions  of  the  Act. 

Extension  of  the  scope  of  the  National  Fire¬ 
arms  Act. — The  present  National  Firearms 
Act  covers  gangster-type  weapons  such  as 
machineguns,  sawed-off  shotguns,  short- 
barreled  rifles,  mufflers,  and  silencers.  Under 
the  amendment  it  would  also  cover  machine- 
gun  frames  and  receivers,  so-called  “conver¬ 
sion  kits”  for  turning  other  weapons  into 
machineguns,  and  combinations  of  machine-, 
gun  parts  when  in  the  possession  of  a  singly 
person.  Also  smooth-bore  pistols  and  revc 
^vers  designed  to  fire  shotgun  shells,  conqeal- 
>le  combination  rifles  and  shotguns/  and 
destructive  devices  would  be  included/ Anti- 
que\lirearms  and  unserviceable  heavy  weap¬ 
ons  would  be  excluded  from  coverage. 

Extension  of  registration  requirements. — At 
present/only  those  weapons  imported,  made, 
or  transferred  without  compliance  with  the 
taxing  provisions  of  the  Act  a /e  required  to  be 
registered.  Under  the  amendment  registration 
of  every  weapoh  covered  bj/the  Act  as  amend¬ 
ed  (except  thoie  in  the  possession  of  the 
United  States)  whuld  lee  required.  Manufac¬ 
turers,  importers,  \na  makers  would  regis¬ 
ter  the  weapons  in  «\eir  control.  All  weapons 
registered  under  Present  law  would  be  con¬ 
sidered  registered/ understhe  Act  as  amended. 
The  Secretary /would  maintain  a  national 
firearms  registration  and  transfer  record  con¬ 
taining  all  tne  data  collected  under  the  re¬ 
quirement/  of  the  Act  as  amended. 

Elimination  of  any  element\yf  self-incri¬ 
mination. — In  Haynes  v.  UnitedSstates  (390 
U.S.  8»  (1968) ),  the  Supreme  Court  held  the 
registration  requirement  of  existing\aw  con- 
sti/itionally  unenforceable  because\it  re¬ 
ared  registration  almost  exclusively  by 
those  in  illegal  possession  of  a  weapon\and 
made  this  information  available  to  prosecute 
them  for  illegal  possession.  The  Senat 
amendment  avoids  this  problem  by  extend¬ 
ing  the  registration  obligation  to  all  posses¬ 
sors  of  the  weapons — legitimate  or  other¬ 
wise— and  by  providing  that  registration  in¬ 
formation  may  not  be  used  directly  or  in¬ 
directly  to  prosecute  a  natural  person  for  an 
offense  prior  to  or  concurrent  with  his  regis¬ 
tration. 

Increased  penalties  for  violations. — The 
present  penalty  for  a  National  Firearms  Act 
violation  is  a  fine  of  $2,000,  imprisonment  for 
5  years,  or  both.  The  amendment  increases 
this  penalty  to  a  fine  of  $10,000,  imprison¬ 
ment  for  10  years,  or  both. 

The  Senate  amendment  also  made  con¬ 
forming  changes  to  other  provisions  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954. 

The  conference  substitute  adopts  the  Sen¬ 
ate  proposed  amendments  to  the  National 
Firearms  Act  and  to  related  provisions  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954. 

Emanuel  Celler, 

*  Peter  W.  Rodino,  Jr., 

Harold  D.  Donohue, 

Robert  W.  Kastenmeier, 

William  M.  McCulloch, 

Charles  McC.  Mathias,  Jr., 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


CORRECTION  OF  ROLLCALL 


Mr.  DINOELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  or 
call  No.  388,  a  quorum  call,  1  dm  re¬ 
corded  as  absent.  I  was  present  and 
answered  to  my  name.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  permanent'  Record  be 
corrected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the/e  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 


CON  OF  VOTE 

Ir.  Speaker,  on  roll- 
jcorded  as  not  voting. 
1  voted  “nay.”  I  ask 
;  that  the  permanent 
irnal  be  corrected 

Is  there  objection  to 
he  gentleman  from 

There  was  no  objection. 


CORRECTION  OF  VOTE 

Mr.  HAGAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  rollcall 
No.  374,  I  am  recorded  as  not  voting.  I 
was  present  and  voted  “yea.”  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  permanent 
Record  and  Journal  be  corrected 
accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

VACATING  AND  RESCHEDULING 
SPECIAL  ORDER 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
special  order  scheduled  for  tonight  on 
the  retirement  of  George  Rhodes.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  this  be  resched¬ 
uled  for  tomorrow  after  all  other  legisla¬ 
tive  business  and  previous  special  orders 
heretofore  entered  into. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 

CORRECTION  OF  ROLLCALL 

yMr.  WHALLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  roll- 
caW  No.  375,  a  quorum  call,  I  am  recorded 
as  absent.  I  was  present  and  answered  to 
my  name.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  permanent  Record  be  corrected  ac¬ 
cordingly 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania? 

There  was  ndspbjection. 


CORRECTION\OF  ROLLCALL 

Mr.  FULTON  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  Thursday /October  3,  1968, 
there  were  seven  rollcalls,  Nos.  362 
through  368,  including  tHxee  quorums 
and  four  votes.  I  was  present  on  the 
floor  of  the  House  for  each  of^hese  roll- 
calls. 

On  roll  No.  364,  a  quorum,  I  am  re¬ 
corded  as  absent.  I  was  present  i  nd  an¬ 
swered  to  my  name.  I  ask  um  nimous 
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consent  that  the  permanent  Record  be 
corrected  accordingly. 

The,  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania^. 

There  was  no  objection. 


PROVIDING  FOR  CONSIDERATION 

OF  H.R.  20300,  SUPPLEMENTAL 

APPROPRIATIONS,  1969 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  call  up 
House  Resolution  1317  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as 
follows: 

H.  Res.  1317 

Resolved,  That  during  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  20300)  making  supple¬ 
mental  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes, 
all  points  of  order  against  said  bill  are  here¬ 
by  waived. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is,  Will 
the  House  now  consider  House  Resolu¬ 
tion  1317? 

The  question  was  taken;  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof)  the 
House  agreed  to  consider  House  Resolu¬ 
tion  1317. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  parliamen¬ 
tary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  House  has  de¬ 
cided  to  consider  this  resolution. 

The  gentleman  from  Missouri  will 
state  his  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  HALL.  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  because 
of  the  rapid  manner  in  which  this  was 
handled,  the  parliamentary  inquiry 
probably  comes  too  late. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  will  pro¬ 
tect  the  gentleman  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  my  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry  is  this.  In  view  of  the 
fact  that  there  are  not  copies  of  the 
resolution  under  consideration  called  up 
by  the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
Mississippi - 

The  SPEAKER.  Does  the  gentleman 
desire  the  Chair  to  vacate  the  action 
taken? 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  well 
aware  that  we  have  just  agreed,  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  Speaker’s  ruling,  to  suspend 
the  rules.  But  my  question  addresses  it¬ 
self  by  what  manner  we  were  taking  up 
a  report  from  the  Committee  on  Rules 
which  has  not  been  printed  and  which 
obviously  was  presented  for  filing  today 
since  there  is  no  Suspension  Calendar 
for  today. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rules  of 
the  House  a  resolution  reported  by  the 
Committee  on  Rules  can  be  brought  up 
on  the  same  day  reported  if  the  House 
by  a  two-thirds  vote  agrees  to  consider 
it. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  does  not 
require  unanimous  consent  in  order  to 
present  it  nor  a  statement  on  the  part 
of  the  Chair  ahead  of  time  that  we  are 
considering  it  under  the  rule  requiring 
a  two-thirds  majority  for  consideration? 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rules  of  the 
House  a  resolution  being  reported  out  of 
the  Committee  on  Rules  can  be  consid¬ 
ered  the  same  day  as  reported  if  two- 
thirds  of  the  House  votes  to  consider  the 
resolution. 


Mr.  HALL.  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
absolutely  no  intention  of  delaying  the 
consideration  of  the  bill.  This  is  an  un¬ 
usual  way  in  which  to  bring  it  up.  I 
understand  the  necessity  for  the  rule 
but  I  do  wish  we  had  had  an  opportu¬ 
nity  to  see  and  to  study  the  rule  before 
It  was  called  .up  under  this  requirement 
of  a  two-thirds  majority  voting  thereon, 
and  that  the  Members  had  been  for- 
wamed  and  had  a  chance  to  vote  ac¬ 
cordingly.  I  appreciate  the  statement  of 
the  Chair. 

[Mr.  COLMER  addressed  the  House. 
His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter  in  the 
Extensions  of  Remarks.] 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
souri  has  raised  a  question  about  some 
of  the  items  as  to  which  a  point  of 
order  might  be  raised,  I  should  like  to 
point  out  a  couple  of  others: 

Page  2,  lines  8  through  14,  the  proviso 
relating  to  the  food  stamp  program. 

Page  4,  lines  1  to  4,  the  language  re¬ 
lating  to  capital  outlay  in  the  District 
of  "Columbia. 

Page  4,  lines  20  to  25  and  page  5,  lines 
1  to  3,  relating  to  construction  of  public 
buildings  projects. 

Page  8,  lines  17  to  21,  for  payments 
to  widows  of  deceased  Representatives. 

Page  10,  lines  15  to  20,  urban  mass 
transportation  administration. 

Page  11,  lines  4  to  7,  “Eisenhower  col¬ 
lege  grants”  authorization,  which  is  not 
yet  signed  by  the  President. 

Page  12,  line  6,  relating  to  Revenue 
and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1968. 

In  addition,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like 
to  point  out  that  our  very  able  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Rules  mentioned 
that  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
did  make  some  very  sizable  reductions 
in  this  bill.  However,  a  substantial  num¬ 
ber  of  the  cuts  made  in  this  bill  are 
funds  which  must  soon  be  made  avail¬ 
able  to  pay  current  obligations,  includ¬ 
ing  recently  increased  civil  service  sal¬ 
aries.  This  is  true  of  requests  made  by 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia,  the  Federal  Trade 
Commission,  the  Civil  Service  Commis¬ 
sion,  the  Library  of  Congress,  the  Na¬ 
tional  Water  Commission,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Justice  including  the  Federal 
judiciary,  the  Department  of  Transpor¬ 
tation,  and  the  Treasury  Department. 

All  of  these  requests  have  been  de¬ 
ferred,  but  they  must  be  met  in  this  fiscal 
year.  This  is  indicated  on  page  6  of  the 
report,  at  the  bottom,  where  it  says  that 
“consideration  is  postponed  until  Jan¬ 
uary.”  All  we  are  doing  here  is  postpon¬ 
ing  until  a  new  administration  comes 
along,  the  payment  of  these  current  ob¬ 
ligations  I  have  indicated,  which  have  al¬ 
ready  passed  this  Congress  and  are  going 
to  have  to  be  paid.  So  we  are  just  post¬ 
poning  until  January  the  meeting  of  cur¬ 
rent  obligations. 

Also  I  want  to  point  out  that  come 
January  the  new  administration  is  im¬ 
mediately  going  to  have  to  send  up  a 
supplemental  appropriations  request  to 
take  care  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
needs  in  Vietnam.  As  I  understand  it,  this 
will  be  in  the  nature  of  something  like 
$5  billion.  So  we  are  just  putting  this 
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matter  off  until  January  1969  and  hand¬ 
ing  it  over  to  a  new  administration. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  now  yield  1  minute  to 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Kyl]. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  few  weeks 
ago  the  Congress  adopted  the  National 
Redwoods  Park  legislation.  That  is  an 
item  of  concern  in  the  legislation  which 
is  before  us  today.  That  Redwoods  Park 
is  in  the  district  of  Congressman  Don 
Clausen  of  California.  We  all  know  of 
his  tremendous  effort  to  gain  a  national 
conservation  goal,  while  protecting  the 
interest  of  his  California  constituents. 

A  few  days  ago  Congressman  Clausen 
was  called  home  by  his  family  because  of 
a  very  acute  and  a  very  serious  illness 
of  his  mother.  That  is  why  he  is  not  with 
us  today.  If  he  were  here,  he  would  call 
the  attention  of  the  House  to  the  fact 
that  the  Redwod  Park  bill  provided  for  a 
legislative  taking  of  lands  for  the  park. 
What  this  means  to  us  here  is  that  if  we 
are  to  keep  our  bookkeeping  and  our  ap¬ 
propriations  unencumbered,  we  must  act 
quickly  to  supply  the  money  to  pay  for 
that  land.  It  means  further  that  if  we 
are  to  treat  fairly  and  equitably  the  citi¬ 
zens  of  that  California  district,  we  must 
act  with  dispatch.  The  lands  will  be  taken 
from  them,  it  is  our  obligation  to  pay  for 
them.  This  California  county  will  be  eco¬ 
nomically  injured  by  the  establishment 
of  this  park,  at  least  for  a  number  of 
years.  Therefore  it  is  encumbent  on  us 
here  today  to  see  that  funds  are  made 
available  to  pay  for  the  parklands. 

The  citizens  of  the  Nation  made  it 
very  clear  that  they  wanted  a  National 
Redwoods  Park.  The  cost  is  high.  We 
must  now  pay  the  price. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Findley], 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
strikes  me  as  one  of  the  most  unusual 
supplemental  appropriation  bills  ever  to 
come  to  this  body.  As  I  read  the  bill 
there  is  just  a  little  over  $100  million  in 
it,  which,  compared  to  the  total  Federal 
budget,  is  certainly  a  modest  sum.  Just 
a  little  over  $100  million.  This  raises  the 
question  as  to  why  it  is  that  we  are  con¬ 
sidering  it.  It  is  certainly  not  to  provide 
for  the  needs  for  the  various  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies  of  the  Government 
for  supplemental  money. 

For  example,  there  is  not  a  dime  in 
this  for  the  restoration  of  the  impaired 
capital  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration.  And,  is  not  that  a  curious  fact? 
The  unobligated  resources  of  this  $14.5 
billion  bank  are  around  $1  billion  right 
now  and  we  are  approaching  the  time 
when  the  sign-up  under  the  feed  and 
grains  program  will  occur  and  if  the  Sec¬ 
retary  designs  a  program  as  he  has  in 
the  past  a  farmer  can  get  half  of  the 
money  at  the  time  or  sign  up.  This  was 
done  last  year  and  it  will  probably  be 
that  much  this  year. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  means  that  the  first 
thing  we  will  have  to  deal  with  in  the 
91st  Congress  will  be  a  supplemental  bill 
for  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

In  fiscal  year  1961  we  failed  to  the 
extent  of  over  $1  billion  to  restore  the 
impaired  capital  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation.  This  unrestored 
figure  was  $1.5  million  in  1966  and  in 
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1967  it  was  almost  $1  billion.  In  1968  it 
exceeded  $3  billion.  Yet  there  is  no  pro¬ 
vision  in  this  bill  whatever  for  the  resto¬ 
ration  of  these  impaired  funds. 

And,  Mr.  Speaker,  from  all  this  I  con¬ 
clude  that  almost  the  entire  justification 
for  the  action  we  are  asked  to  take  today 
is  to  provide  the  exemption  for  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation.  And,  why 
the  exemption?  Is  it  due  to  a  lack  of 
funds?  No.  The  Secretary  stated  very 
clearly  that  he  has  the  money  in  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  make 
all  of  the  payments  under  the  contracts 
for  1968.  Is  it  to  provide  authority  for 
additional  appropriations?  Not  a  dime 
is  to  be  provided  that  way  either.  Why  is 
it  then?  Is  it  because  there  is  danger 
that  some  of  the  contracts  entered  into 
will  not  be  fulfilled  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment?  That  is  not  an  argument 
either,  because  Secretary  Freeman  has 
said  very  frankly  that  every  contract 
will  be  met,  whether  Congress  passes  this 
exemption  or  not. 

Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  what  is  the  answer? 
Well,  frankly,  we  are  on  the  eve  of  a 
Presidential  election,  and  I  see  in  this  a 
grant  to  Secretary  Freeman  and  to  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  of  carte 
blanche  authority  to  take  the  expendi¬ 
ture  lid  completely  off,  and  in  the  next 
week  or  so  announce  a  souped-up  feed 
grains  program  with  an  even  bigger  price 
tag  on  this  costly  and  ineffective  pro¬ 
gram  with  which  we  have  been  saddled  in 
the  last  6  years.  It  will  make  a  lot 
of  political  sense  for  the  Secretary  on 
election  day  to  send  out  an  army  of  ASCS 
people  through  every  farm  area  tell¬ 
ing  the  farmers  ahead  of  election  day 
the  new  feed  grains  program  wil  bring 
bigger  checks  than  ever.  It  will  be  polit¬ 
ically  appealing  and  present  law  gives 
Secretary  Freeman  ample  authority  to 
soup  up  payments.  If  the  CCC  exemption 
is  removed  from  this  bill,  however,  the 
action  would  be  awkward,  even  for  Mr. 
Freeman. 

Political  relief  for  the  administration 
sagging  support  among  farmers  is  the 
whole  justification  for  what  we  are  do¬ 
ing  today.  In  the  process  we  are  kicking 
a  big  hole  in  the  Expenditure  Control 
Act  which  we  passed  this  year,  a  measure 
supported  in  good  faith  by  Members  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  who  realized  it 
was  not  very  smart  to  vote  for  higher 
taxes.  We  voted  for  them  because  we 
were  getting  expenditure  control.  Yet 
when  it  became  apparent  that  expendi¬ 
tures  would  be  higher,  what  do  we  do? 
Do  we  bring  about  a  higher  expenditure 
control?  No,  we  pass  a  bill  to  exempt  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  and  the 
HEW  from  expenditure  control,  and  thus 
reduce  the  net  fiscal  effect  of  the  Expen¬ 
diture  Control  Act. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TTNDLEY.  Yes;  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi. 

(Mr.  WHITTEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks  ) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  for  yielding. 

I  do  well  recall  that  I  took  a  some¬ 
what  different  position  when  this  whole 
matter  was  up  for  consideration.  But 


last  year  when  we  had  somewhat  the 
same  situation  on  a  motion  which  I 
offered,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  was  excepted.  Then  it  was  recog¬ 
nized  that  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  was  set  up  as  a  corporation  with 
independent  authority  and  kept  inde¬ 
pendent  of  the  Congress  under  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Control  Act.  Therefore, 
the  Corporation  should  have  been  ex¬ 
empted  in  this  year’s  Expenditure  Con¬ 
trol  Act. 

If  officials  of  the  Corporation  fail  to 
support  commodities  they  violate  the  di¬ 
rectives  in  the  law.  The  crops,  just  about 
every  crop  in  the  country,  except  cotton, 
have  greatly  exceeded  estimates  requir¬ 
ing  the  outlay  of  this  $907  million.  Again 
the  Corporation  should  have  been  ac¬ 
cepted  in  the  beginning. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  the 
previous  question  on  the  resolution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  Was  laid  on  the 
table. 


PERMISSION  TO  FILE  CONFERENCE 
REPORT  ON  H.R.  18707,  DEPART¬ 
MENT  OF  DEFENSE  APPROPRIA¬ 
TIONS,  1969 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  the  managers  on  the 
part  of  the  House  may  have  until  mid¬ 
night  tomorrow  to  file  a  conference  re¬ 
port  on  the  bill  H.R.  18707,  making  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  Department  of 
Defense  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1969. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATIONS, 
1969 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  for  the  consideration  of  the 
bill  (H.R.  20300)  making  supplemental 
appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes; 
and  pending  that  motion,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  general  de¬ 
bate  thereon  be  limited  to  60  minutes, 
one-half  of  the  time  to  be  controlled  by 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Jonas]  and  the  other  half  by  myself. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving  the 
right  to  object,  does  not  the  resolution 
from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  that  we 
have  just  passed  almost  unanimously, 
prescribe  the  time  limitation  as  most 
such  resolutions  do? 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  will  state 
that  the  resolution  waived  points  of 
order. 

Mr.  HALL.  The  resolution  waived 
points  of  order  only;  is  that  correct? 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  will  state 
that  that  is  the  usual  way  that  the  Rules 
Committee  acts  in  these  matters. 


The  resolution  waived  points  of  order 
against  the  bill,  but  did  not  fix  the  time. 
It  is  the  understanding  of  the  Chair,  that 
the  matter  of  time  is  worked  out  by 
unanimous  consent. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no  ob¬ 
jection  to  this  method,  but  may  I  in¬ 
quire  of  the  Speaker  whether  we  are  in 
the  134th  legislative  day,  and  the  135th 
calendar  day,  or  are  we  in  the  135th 
calendar  day  and  legislative  day? 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  will  state 
in  response  to  the  inquiry  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Missouri  that  we  are  still  in 
the  legislative  day  of  Tuesday,  October  8. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  further  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  is  it  the  plan 
to  continue  in  this  legislative  day  and 
complete  business  for  both  the  days,  or  to 
adjourn  and  go  into  another  legislative 
day  on  Wednesday,  if  time  allows,  or  is 
this  important  in  the  procedures  of  the 
House? 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  will  advise 
the  gentleman,  in  response  to  his  inquiry, 
that  the  present  legislative  day  will  be 
terminated  by  an  adjournment. 

Mr.  HALT,  Further  reserving  the  right 
to  object,  it  is  not  the  intention  of  the 
Chair  to  adjourn  the  House  and  recon¬ 
vene  immediately  for  another  legislative 
day  on  this  calendar  day? 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  will  state 
that  when  the  adjournment  takes  place 
the  adjournment  will  be  until  12  o’clock 
noon  on  Thursday,  October  10,  unless 
there  is  an  agreement  to  meet  at  an 
earlier  hour.  The  Chair  had  thought  that 
the  House  would  meet  at  12  o’clock  noon. 

Mr.  HALL.  I  thank  the  Chair  and  with¬ 
draw  my  reservation  of  objection,  Mr. 
Speaker.  _  * 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
motion  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Texas. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  H.R.  20300,  with 
Mr.  O’Hara,  of  Michigan,  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement,  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Mahon]  will  be  rec¬ 
ognized  for  30  minutes,  and  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Jonas] 
will  be  recognized  for  30  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Mahon]  . 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  require. 

This  supplemental  bill  is  the  final  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  for  this  session  of  the 
Congress. 

PROBABLE  OVERALL  BUDGET  AUTHORITY  AND 

EXPENDITURE  REDUCTIONS  FOR  FISCAL  1969 

Mr.  Chairman,  before  final  adjourn¬ 
ment  we  will  undertake  to  render  a  more 
detailed  report  of  congressional  actions 
on  appropriations  and  spending  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  the  budget  requests,  but  I  think 
it  might  be  well  to  make  a  few  remarks 
at  this  time  on  the  accomplishments 
of  the  Congress  thus  far  with  regard  to 
the  money  bills. 
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If  we  project  our  best  estimates  for 
the  session  on  all  the  appropriation  and 
other  bills  relating  to  fiscal  1969,  the  in¬ 
dications  are  that  Congress  will  reduce 
the  President’s  1969  budget  requests  for 
new  budget  spending  authority  by  ap¬ 
proximately  $12  billion.  Two  large  appro¬ 
priation  bills  and  this  supplemental,  plus 
perhaps  one  or  two  other  bills,  are  still 
pending  conference  action,  so  the  $12 
billion  is  tentative,  but  probably  close  to 
the  mark.  This  is  some  $2  billion  beyond 
the  law  which  requires  not  less  than  a 
$10  billion  cut  in  appropriations  or  new 
budget  obligational  authority.  I  am  re¬ 
ferring  only  to  fiscal  1969  amounts.  We 
made  some  cuts  on  1968  fiscal  supple- 
mentals,  and  we  also  reduced  certain  ad¬ 
vance  items  for  fiscal  1970.  But  the  fis¬ 
cal  1969  amounts  are  the  main  items. 

The  law  which  Congress  enacted  in 
June  also  requires  a  reduction  in  actual 
spending  below  the  January  estimates, 
of  not  less  than  $6  billion.  According  to 
our  tentative  estimates,  the  actions  on 
appropriation  bills  and  other  bills  affect¬ 
ing  spending  for  1969  will  probably  re¬ 
sult  in  a  reduction  in  expenditures  below 
the  January  budget  in  the  sum  of  about 
$3.5  to  $3.7  billion,  more  or  less.  This 
would  mean  that  in  order  to  fulfill  the 
requirements  of  the  law,  it  would  be 
necessary  for  the  executive  branch,  or  for 
the  Congress  through  subsequent  action, 
to  make  additional  reductions  in  spend¬ 
ing  by  about  $2.3  to  $2.5  billion,  or 
thereabouts. 

All  Members  know  that  it  costs  a  lot 
of  money  to  operate  a  government  for  a 
big  country  such  as  ours.  Making  reduc¬ 
tions  is  not  a  very  pleasant  task.  People 
generally  are  more  inclined  to  spending 
than  they  are  in  saving  money.  But  for 
many  months  Congress  and  the  country 
were  confronted  with  a  tremendous  chal¬ 
lenge.  Confidence  in  the  dollar  in  the 
money  markets  of  the  world  was  eroding. 
The  dollar  was  being  undermined  to 
some  considerable  extent  at  home  and 
abroad  because  of  inflation  and  because 
of  the  unacceptably  high  budget  deficits 
in  prospect  for  1968  and  1969.  The  Pres¬ 
ident  and  the  administration  sought  to 
take  steps  to  strengthen  the  dollar,  and 
they  worked  diligently  to  get  results.  The 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  Mr.  Fowler, 
will  be  one  of  the  unsung  heroes  of  this 
period  who  worked  through  long,  tedious, 
and  difficult  months  in  an  effort  to  do 
something  to  restore  confidence  in  the 
dollar  in  the  markets  of  the  world. 

What  this  Congress  has  done  in  help¬ 
ing  to  maintain  the  stability  of  the  dollar 
has,  I  believe,  been  outstanding.  It  has 
been  perhaps  the  greatest  accomplish¬ 
ment  of  this  session  that  the  dollar  has 
been  strengthened,  and  that  the  assaults 
on  it  have  been  repulsed.  Of  course,  this 
is  a  continuing  fight.  The  integrity  of 
the  dollar  and  confidence  in  it  cannot 
be  secured  all  at  one  session.  It  is  a  con¬ 
tinuing  battle.  And  controling  inflation 
and  maintaining  confidence  in  the  dollar 
is  not  alone  a  matter  of  Government  ac¬ 
tion.  It  requires  restraint  and  coopera¬ 
tion  on  the  part  of  all  concerned. 

But  I  think  we  should  take  good  note 
of  the  fact  that  whereas,  chiefly  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  the  war,  the  budget  deficit  fiast 
year — the  year  which  ended  June  30, 


1968 — the  deficit  was  some  $25.4  billion, 
that  as  a  result  of  the  actions  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  this  year  in  spending  matters  and 
in  tax  matters,  the  estimated  deficit  for 
the  current  fiscal  year  1969  is  down  to 
somewhere  between  $5  billion  and  $7  bil¬ 
lion.  This  has  been  a  tremendous  re¬ 
versal  of  a  trend.  I  think  every  Member 
of  Congress  who  has  participated  in  this 
action  has  a  reason  to  take  pride  in  what 
has  been  done  to  maintain  the  economy 
and  the  stability  of  our  country  from 
the  standpoint  of  protecting  the  dollar. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  that  the  John¬ 
son  administration  in  fiscal  1964  expe¬ 
rienced  a  budget  deficit  of  $8.2  billion 
according  to  the  administrative  budget, 
which  was  the  system  of  budget  account¬ 
ing  being  used  at  that  time.  The  deficit 
went  down  in  the  next  fiscal  year,  1965, 
to  $3.4  billion;  in  1966  it  went  still  fur¬ 
ther  down,  to  $2.2  billion.  We  were  mov¬ 
ing  rapidly  toward  a  balanced  budget. 

This  was  a  very  heartening  and  en¬ 
couraging  situation,  but  beginning  in 
mid-calendar  year  1965  the  war  situa¬ 
tion  became  increasingly  intense  and  ex¬ 
pensive,  and  largely  as  a  result  of  the 
war  the  deficits  began  to  mount  again  in 
fiscal  year  1967,  and  to  the  unacceptably 
fiscal  year  1968. 

But  even  in  spite  of  the  war,  as  a  result 
of  the  actions  of  this  Congress,  the  esti¬ 
mated  deficit  for  the  current  fiscal  year 
1969  now  looks  to  be  in  the  range  of  $5 
to  $7  billion.  In  my  opinion,  the  Congress 
is  entitled  to  take  considerable  pride  in 
this  accomplishment. 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Washington. 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  won¬ 
dering  if  there  is  any  danger  that  the 
debt  ceiling  might  have  to  be  reached 
even  before  Congress  convenes  again 
next  year? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  would  not  be  able  to 
answer  that  question  positively  and  with 
complete  assurance,  but  I  would  assume 
not.  I  realize  that  there  could  be  a  prob¬ 
lem  here.  That  is  one  of  the  reasons  why 
this  bill  is  so  low.  We  felt  that  we  should 
make  reductions  wherever  we  could,  and 
that  is  one  of  the  reasons  why  we  post¬ 
poned  as  many  of  the  programs  as  we 
could,  especially  new  programs  on  which 
there  was  not  full  opportunity  or  time  in 
these  closing  hours  and  days  of  the  ses¬ 
sion  to  examine  the  appropriation  re¬ 
quests  in  detail. 

Furthermore,  since  we  are  living  under 
an  overall  expenditure  ceiling,  any  addi¬ 
tional  funds  appropriated  for  expendi¬ 
ture  mean  that  other  ongoing  programs 
will  have  to  be  further  reduced  in  order 
to  accommodate  these  increases  if  they 
are  to  be  implemented. 

So,  although  members  of  the  Ways 
and  Means  Committee,  which  handles 
debt  ceiling  matters,  could  probably 
speak  with  more  confidence  on  this  sub¬ 
ject  than  I — I  would  hope  it  would  not 
be  necessary  to  raise  the  debt  ceiling. 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  cer¬ 
tainly  think  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee  and  its  distinguished  chairman  are 
entitled  to  a  great  deal  of  credit  for 
holding  down  the  spending  in  these 
critical  times. 
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Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  his  compliments,  but  I 
must  say  it  is  not  the  work  of  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee,  nor  the  work  of  the 
Ways  and  Means  Committee  that  really 
deserves  these  words,  but  it  is  the  Con¬ 
gress  and  the  committees  working  to¬ 
gether,  all  of  us,  who  have  been  able  to 
accomplish  these  things. 

It  does  not  mean  we  have  made  all  the 
reductions  that  probably  should  have 
been  made.  I  realize  that  Members  do 
not  find  it  the  most  attractive  thing  to 
return  to  their  districts  and  boast  of 
reductions  in  spending  made,  especially 
if  those  reductions  affect  the  State  or  the 
district  of  the  Member. 

But  I  do  not  think  it  is  necessary  to 
take  a  negative  approach  to  this  matter. 
The  House  of  Representatives  and  the 
Congress  in  this  session,  it  is  estimated, 
will  provide  new  appropriations  for  1969 
of  approximately  $190  billion  or  so,  in¬ 
cluding  the  sums  relating  to  such 
permament  appropriations  as  those  for 
trust  funds,  such  as  social  security,  in¬ 
terest  on  the  debt,  and  the  like,  which  do 
not  require  annual  appropriation  action 
in  bills  coming  before  us.  So  the  funds 
made  available  for  all  governmental  pur¬ 
poses;  for  the  poor,  and  for  all  other  pro¬ 
grams,  including  defense,  all  of  these 
programs — and,  of  course,  defense  is 
taking  the  larger  share  of  the  tax  dol¬ 
lar — when  we  take  into  consideration 
all  these  things  we  have  done,  it  Is 
monumental.  What  we  have  done  toward 
financing  programs  which  are  thought 
by  a  majority  of  the  people,  or  at  least 
by  a  majority  of  the  Congress  to  be  im¬ 
portant,  is  tremendous  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  supporting  programs  in  educa¬ 
tion,  in  health,  in  agriculture,  in  anti¬ 
poverty  programs,  in  public  works,  in 
control  of  air  and  water  pollution — the 
whole  range  of  governmental  endeavor. 

The  accomplishments  of  this  Congress 
have  been  very  considerable,  indeed.  It  is 
too  bad  that  we  were  not  able  to  bring 
revenues  and  expenditures  within  bal¬ 
ance,  but  certainly  we  are  moving  rapidly 
in  that  direction.  With  the  growth  of  the 
economy  of  the  country,  and  with  the 
lessening  of  the  war  effort  which  we  all 
hope  and  pray  for  before  too  many  more 
months,  certainly  this  country  ought  to 
be  able  to  put  its  fiscal  affairs  in  better 
shape. 

I  say  that  as  to  the  overall  situation. 

.  THE  PENDING  SUPPLEMENTAL  BILL 

I  will  ask  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  my  remarks  when  we  return  to 
the  House  to  summarize  the  overall  totals 
of  the  pending  bill.  The  report  is  before 
you,  so  I  shall  not  go  into  details. 

Mr.  Chairman,  under  leave  granted, 
I  include  a  summarization  of  the  figures 
for  the  pending  bill: 

Estimates  of  new  budget  (obligational) 
authority  considered  total  $270,679,907 
($259,327,907  in  H.  Doc.  393,  and  $11,352,000 
in  H.  Doc.  318),  against  which  the  commit¬ 
tee  recommends  $101,780,907,  a  reduction  of 
$168,899,000,  or  about  60  percent. 

The  $85  million  appropriation  requested 
to  liquidate  contract  authority  in  the  recently 
enacted  Redwoods  bill  (not  counted  as 
new  budget  authority)  has  been  cut  by  $39 
million,  as  explained  in  chapter  IV  of  this 
report. 
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Requests  totaling  $157,500,000  for  annual 
limitations  on  contract  authority  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  certain  housing  programs  have 
been  reduced,  by  $125  million,  as  explained 
in  chapter  III  of  this  report. 

Several  requested  increases  in  adminis¬ 
trative  expenditure  limitations,  totaling  $5,- 
847,000,  out  of  funds  previously  available, 
have  been  reduced  by  $2,347,000. 

Two  transfers  requested  between  appro¬ 
priations,  totaling  $875,000,  have  been  cut  by 
$575,000. 

Requests  involving  District  government 
rather  than  Federal  funds,  totaling  $11,644,- 
900,  have  been  reduced  by  $1,021,500. 

House  Document  No.  393,  of  October  3, 
contains  this  statement: 

The  additional  funds  requested  will  not 
cause  any  of  the  limitations  in  the  Revenue 
and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1968  to  be 


SECTION  1002 - EXPENDITURE  EXEMPTION  POE 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION  AND  PUBLIC 

ASSISTANCE 

With  respect  to  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  and  the  public  assistance 
provision  of  the  bill,  section  1002,  which 
is  a  most  important  provision  of  the  bill, 
I  shall  ask  permission,  when  we  return 
to  the  House,  to  place  the  majpr  portions 
of  pages  41,  42,  and  43  of  the  committee 
report  into  the  Record  which  will  clearly 
set  forth  what  is  being  proposed  here, 
and  why.  But  just  briefly : 

In  the  revenue  and  expenditure  con¬ 
trol  act  of  last  June,  any  expenditures 
found  necessary  in  excess  of  the  January 
budget  estimates  for  four  items  were 
exempted  from  the  overall  expenditure 
ceiling  of  $180.1  billion.  Special  support 
of  the  war,  interest  costs,  veterans  bene¬ 
fits  and  services,  and  payments  from 
social  security  trust  funds  were  thus  ex¬ 
empted.  War  costs  could  not  be  predicted 
precisely  in  advance.  The  other  three 
programs  involve  expenditures  arising 
out  of  fixed  provisions  of  law,  and  are,  as 
a  practical  matter,  uncontrollable 
through  the  normal  budget  and  appro¬ 
priations  process. 

In  section  1002,  we  propose  to  add  two 
other  items.  Those  two  items  are  public 
assistance  grants,  largely  medicaid  and 
programs  of  that  type,  and  mandatory 
supports  of  farm  crops,  which  are  now 
expected  to  be  far  greater  than  estimated 
in  the  January  budget.  Section  1002  is 
supported  by  the  senior  Members  and, 
so  far  as  I  know,  by  most  if  not  all  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Ways  and  Means  Committee, 
which  managed  the  tax  and  expenditure 
control  legislation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  under  leave  granted,  I 
include  excerpts  from  the  committee  re¬ 
port,  explaining  section  1002: 


exceeded.  Amounts  requested  were  included 
witbin  the  totals  of  the  summer  review  of 
the  1969  budget  issued  on  September  9,  1968. 

It  is  tentatively  estimated  that  the  budget 
propositions  considered  by  the  committee, 
including  the  request  for  liquidation  cash, 
would  probably  have  involved  about  $303 
million  in  expenditures  during  fiscal  1969 — 
somewhat  higher  than  the  new  budget  (ob- 
ligational)  authority  estimates  because  ap¬ 
propriations  to  liquidate  previously  granted 
contract  authority  involve  expenditures  but 
are  not  counted  as  new  budget  authority. 
Because  of  this,  and  the  offset  language  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  bill  relating  to  the  food  stamp 
program,  expenditure  reductions  resulting 
from  committee  actions  on  these  various  re¬ 
quests  are  roughly  estimated  to  approximate 
$174  million,  or  slightly  greater  than  the  re¬ 
duction  in  new  obligational  authority. 


Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of 
1968 

Section  1002,  on  page  12  of  the  bill,  would 
grant  exemption  from  the  overall  expendi¬ 
ture,  lending,  obligational  and  loan  authority 
ceilings  in  sections  202  and  203  of  the  Rev¬ 
enue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1968 
with  respect  to  the  farm  price  support  pro¬ 
gram  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
and  with  respect  to  grants  for  public  assist¬ 
ance  under  the  Department  of  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation,  and  Welfare  for  the  current  fiscal  year 
1969.  The  object  is  to  preclude  disruptive  cut¬ 
backs  in  governmental  programs — many  of 
them  long-established — that  would,  on  the 
information  at  hand,  be  cut  some  20%  deeper 
than  the  Congress  had  in  mind  last  June 
when  it  mandated  a  $6  billion  reduction  in 
expenditures  and  net  lending  from  the  Jan¬ 
uary  budget  estimates  for  1969.  The  whole 
basis  of  the  figures  on  which  Congress  acted 
in  voting  the  overall  $6  billion  reduction  and 
in  setting  the  overall  ceiling  was  the  Janu¬ 
ary  budget  estimate  for  1969. 

Specifically,  section  1002  would  grant  a 
limited  exemption  of  not  more  than  $907,- 
000,000  above  the  January  budget  estimate  of 
expenditures  and  net  lending  for  farm  price 
supports  and  a  limited  exemption  of  not 
more  than  $560,000,000  for  public  assistance 
grants.  That  is,  the  overall  ceiling  of  $180,- 
062,000,000  in  section  202  of  the  expenditure 
reduction  law  could  be  exceeded  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  necessary,  but  by  not  to  exceed  these  two 
amounts,  for  the  purposes  stated — and  only 
for  the  purposes  stated. 

The  committee  is  advised  that  the  overrun 
in  the  farm  price  support  estimate  results 
from  lower  prices  combined  with  larger  than 
anticipated  production — principally  feed 
grains,  wheat,  soybeans,  and  rice — which  lead 
to  more  CCC  loans  to  farmers,  fewer  loans 
repaid,  and  smaller  CCC  sales.  Favorable 
growing-weather  conditions  are’  a  factor.  The 
overrun  based  on  earlier  crop  reports  was 
estimated  at  nearly  $700  million.  Section  1002 
uses  a  $907  million  overrun  estimate,  which 
is  based  on  the  September  crop  report. 

With  respect  to  the  overrun  for  public  as¬ 
sistance  grants,  which  encompass  the  rela¬ 


tively  new  medicaid  program,  the  situation  is 
articulated  in  some  detail  in  the  printed 
hearings.  Of  the  $560  million  expenditure  ex¬ 
cess  over  the  January  budget,  the  major  part 
is  ascribed  to  the  provision  in  the  tax  bill 
(contrary  to  the  budget  estimate)  deferring 
for  a  year  the  so-called  freeze  on  the  amount 
of  aid  to  families  with  dependent  children; 
and  an  underestimation  of  fund  require¬ 
ments  for  the  medical  assistance  program, 
occasioned  by  both  a  larger  than  anticipated 
participation  and  rising  costs  of  hospital 
and  medical  care  generally. 

If  the  necessities  of  the  farm  price  support 
program  and  the  public  assistance  program 
do  not  require  up  to  the  full  amounts  of  the 
overruns  permitted  in  the  language  of  sec¬ 
tion  1002,  the  unneeded  amounts  would 
not  be  available  for  relaxation  of  expenditure 
restraints  in  force  on  any  other  govern¬ 
ment  program.  On  the  contrary,  informa¬ 
tion  now  available  to  the  committee  suggests 
the  possibility,  if  not  a  reasonable  likeli¬ 
hood,  that  the  requirements  could  be  even 
greater  than  the  proposed  “overrun”  limita¬ 
tions  allow. 

In  making  the  reductions  and  setting  the 
ceilings  in  sections  202  and  203  of  the  Reve¬ 
nue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act,  Congress 
at  that  time  recognized  the  relative  uncon¬ 
trollability  of  expenditures  in  certain  pro¬ 
grams  by  specifically  exempting  from  the 
ceilings  any  overruns  above  the  January  bud¬ 
get  amounts  for — - 

“Special  Support  of  Vietnam  Operations,” 

“Interest  Costs,” 

“Veterans  Benefits  and  Services,”  and 

“Payments  From  Social  Security  Trust 
Funds.” 

Expenditures  for  farm  price  supports  and 
public  assistance  grants  stand  on  the  same 
footing.  They  are  essentially  uncontrollable 
through  the  annual  budget  and  appropria¬ 
tion  process  because  they  are  fixed  and  deter¬ 
mined  under  provisions  in  various  basic  laws 
which,  as  a  very  practical  matter,  cannot  be 
abrogated  or  effectively  controlled  through 
appropriation  bills.  And  they  are  so  classified 
in  the  January  budget,  on  page  15,  along  with 
the  exempted  items  of  interest,  veterans 
benefits  and  social  security. 

As  was  the  case  with  the  original  exemp¬ 
tions  noted,  the  further  exemptions  proposed 
in  section  1002  do  not  impinge  in  any  way 
upon  the  mandated  reductions  of  at  least  $6 
billion  in  expenditures  and  at  least  $10  bil¬ 
lion  in  new  budget  authority  proposed  in  the 
January  budget.  Those  reductions  still  hold. 
Under  the  law,  they  still  must  be  made. 

The  House,  in  specific  bills,  has  already 
made  reductions  of  between  $12  and  $13  bil¬ 
lion  in  new  budget  authority  requests,  and 
something  in  the  area  of  $4  billion  in  ex¬ 
penditure  reductions.  With  two  large  appro¬ 
priation  bills  and  certain  other  spending  bills 
still  pending,  it  is  too  early  to  state  with 
precision,  but  there  is  every  indication  the 
final  results  will  show  specific  congressional 
reductions  of  probably  between  $11  and  $12 
billion  in  these  new  budget  authority  re¬ 
quests,  which  would  of  course  be  well  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  the  $10  billion  minimum  required. 
On  expenditures  and  net  lending,  the  final 
result  of  congressional  actions  may  range  in 
the  area  of  $3.3  to  $3.5  billion  in  reductions, 
which  means  that  the  President  will  have  to 
make  the  additional  reductions  necessary  to 
achieve  the  $6  billion  required  by  the  law. 

In  the  absence  of  exemption  action,  about 
$7.2  billion — perhaps  even  more — in  reduc¬ 
tions  would  be  necessary  in  order  to  offset 
the  mandatory  overruns  on  farm  price  sup¬ 
ports  and  public  assistance  now  indicated 
and  still  secure  the  net  cut  of  $6  billion  in 
non-exempted  areas.  According  to  the  Sum¬ 
mer  Review  of  the  1969  Budget  issued  by 
the  Executive  Branch  on  September  9,  failure 
to  make  the  exemptions  in  section  1002  would 
mean  that  the  offsetting  reductions  would  be 
disruptive,  and  even  disastrous,  to  many  of 
the  well-established  programs  of  the  Depart- 


C0MPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  NEW  BUDGET  (OBLIGATIONAL)  AUTHORITY  ESTIMATES  AND  AMOUNTS  RECOMMENDED  IN 

THE  BILL 


Department  or  activity 

Budget  estimates 

Recommended  in 
the  bill 

Bill  compared  with 
estimates 

Agriculture. - - -... - - 

District  of  Columbia _ _ _ 

Independent  Offices-HUD . . - - - 

$102,  575,  000 
8, 712, 000 
55, 645, 000 
24, 830,  000 

$20, 300, 000 
7,  902, 000 
6,  700,  000 
13,  500,  000 

-$82,275,000 
-810, 000 
-48, 945,  000 
-11,330,  000 

Health,  Education,  and  Welfare - - - - 

19,  200, 000 
372,211 

5, 000,  000 
432, 211 

—14, 200,  000 
+60,  000 

3, 200, 000 

—3,  200,  000 

State,  Justice,  Commerce,  and  Judiciary - 

Transportation.. - - - 

Treasury.. - - - - - - . 

Claims  and  judgments - - - - - 

7,  174,  000 
5,  280,  000 
8, 453, 000 
35, 238, 696 

4, 830, 000 
7, 878, 000 
35, 238, 696 

-7, 174,  000 
-450,  000 
-575, 000 

_  i  270, 679, 907 

101,780,907 

-168, 899,  000 

l  $259,327,907  in  H.  Doc.  393;  and  $11,352,000  for  2  items  in  H.  Doc.  318,  relating  to  the  Departments  of  Agriculture  and  Interior. 
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merits  of  Agriculture  and  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  that  are  important  to  agricul¬ 
ture  and  to  the  people  and  the  economy  gen¬ 
erally,  including  the  consumer. 

Thus,  section  1002  is  proposed  in  order  to 
prevent  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure  Con¬ 
trol  Act  from  requiring  a  $7.2  billion,  or  per¬ 
haps  even  larger,  expenditure- net  lending 
reduction,  instead  of  the  $6  billion  intended 
by  the  Congress,  and  in  order  to  meet  ad¬ 
ditional  unforeseen  problems.  And,  enact¬ 
ment  of  section  1002  as  proposed  in  the 
bill  should  enable  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  lift  its  restriction  against  new 
starts  of  SCS  projects. 

The  committee  did  not  think  it  was  nec¬ 
essary  to  place  specific  dollar  ceilings  on  the 
new  obligational  and  loan  authority  side  of 
the  two  exemptions  in  section  1002.  As  noted, 
in  specific  actions  in  the  appropriation  bills 
and  other  bills  having  impact  on  such  au¬ 
thority,  Congress  will  more  than  meet  the 
$10  billion  minimum  reduction  goal.  The 
President,  under  section  202  of  the  law,  will 
have  to  make  additional  obligational  author¬ 
ity  reductions  in  order  to  secure  the  remain¬ 
der  of  the  $6  billion  expenditure  reduction, 
and  it  may  be  that  a  portion  would  fall 
against  carryover  obligational  authority  as 
well  as  some  against  new  authority,  the  “mix” 
is  in  the  discretion  of  the  President.  And  as 
to  the  farm  price  supports  portion,  the  added 
amount  falls  in  the  permanent  authority 
category  of  contract  authorization  not  re¬ 
quiring  annual  appropriation  action.  The 
immediate,  and  key  numbers  are  those  on 
expenditures  and  net  lending,  and  it  is  these 
that  section  1002  would  limit  by  specific  dol¬ 
lar  amount. 

As  to  the  several  other  items  in  the 
bill,  I  would  invite  attention  to  the  re¬ 
port,  which  sets  out  what  the  various 
budget  requests  were,  and  the  actions 
and  recommendations  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Appropriations  in  arriving  at  the 
figures  in  this  bill.  The  various  items 
were  assigned  by  me  as  chairman  of  the 
committee  to  the  appropriate  subcom¬ 
mittees.  The  subcommittees  made  their 
recommendations  to  the  full  commit¬ 
tee,  and  the  bill  before  us  is  the  com¬ 
posite  of  the  work  which  was  done  by' 
the  various  subcommittees  and  the 
whole  Committee  on  Appropriations. 

I  would  hope  we  can  maintain  the  bill 
approximately  as  written  and  that  un¬ 
der  the  circumstances  Members  will  be 
willing  to  support  the  actions  of  the 
committee. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  several  points  brought 
out  in  the  colloquies  between  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  of  the  committee,  Mr. 
Mahon,  and  the  gentleman  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  Curtis  1  and  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Hall]  lead  me  to  com¬ 
ment  that  I  am  not  quite  as  satisfied  as 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  is  that  the 
administration  is  making  the  substan¬ 
tial  cuts  in  spending  that  I  think  should 
have  been  made  in  this  first  quarter. 
I  have  in  my  hand  the  daily  statement 
of  the  U.S.  Treasury  for  October  4,  1968, 
which  shows  that  from  the  beginning  of 
this  fiscal  year,  July  1,  1968,  through 
October  4,  there  had  been  deposited  in 
the  Treasury  $49.8  billion  as  contrasted 
with  $39.6  billion  in  the  corresponding 
period  in  the  last  fiscal  year.  That  means 
that  there  has  been  paid  into  the  Treas¬ 
ury,  partially  as  a  result  of  an  expanding 
economy,  but  also  partially  because  of 
the  tax  increase  that  this  Congress  voted 


upon  the  people  of  the  United  States, 
$10  billion  more  in  receipts  in  this  fiscal 
year  to  date.  However,  strangely  enough, 
instead  of  reducing  spending,  this  same 
statement  indicates  that  spending  is  up 
in  the  same  period  from  $48.4  billion  in 
the  corresponding  period  in  the  last  fis¬ 
cal  year  to  $53.7  billion  up  to  this  point 
in  fiscal  year  1969. 

I  am  very  much  afraid  that  unless  a 
better  record  is  compiled  in  the  second 
quarter  of  this  fiscal  year  whoever  is 
President  of  the  United  States  next  Jan¬ 
uary  is  going  to  have  to  make  between 
$3.5  billion  to  $6  billion  in  spending  cuts 
in  6  months,  which  is  exactly  what  some 
of  us  were  afraid  of  when  we  were  dis¬ 
cussing  continuing  resolutions. 

And  we  tried  to  make  it  clear  in  the 
Record  that  Congress  expected  the  ad¬ 
ministration  to  begin  reducing  spending 
as  the  fiscal  year  began  and  as  the  in¬ 
crease  in  taxes  came  into  play. 

We  mandated  ourselves  here  to  reduce 
budget  requests  by  at  least  $10  billion. 
As  the  gentleman  from  Texas  pointed 
out,  we  will  by  the  end  of  this  session 
have  lived  up  to  that  mandate.  We  are 
going  to  exceed  it.  But  that  does  not 
mean  that  these  appropriation  reductions 
will  force  cuts  of  $6  billion  in  spending. 
On  the  contrary,  all  we  can  see  in  the 
ofiing  right  now  is  about  $3.5  billion  of 
reduced  spending  as  a  result  of  these 
budget  cuts.  That  means  the  administra¬ 
tion  will  have  to  find  other  places  to 
make  reductions  in  spending  of  almost 
an  equal  amount  of  money.  So  I  would 
point  out — and  I  am  doing  it  at  this 
time  because  I  think  the  record  ought 
to  be  clear — that  I  do  not  think  the  ad¬ 
ministration’s  own  record  shows  much 
progress  to  date  in  reducing  expenditures 
in  this  fiscal  year. 

I  repeat  that  I  do  not  think  the  record 
shows  much  progress  to  date  in  this  fis¬ 
cal  year  in  reducing  expenditures  and 
I  am  very  much  afraid  if  a  better  record 
is  not  made  in  the  second  quarter,  we 
will  find  that  another  additional  control 
will  have  to  be  imposed  in  fiscal  year 
1969. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  respectfully 
recommend  to  the  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  who  are  here  and  who  are  inter¬ 
ested  in  this  bill  that  they  read  the  report 
of  the  committee.  We  considered  a  budget 
estimate  of  $270  million  and  the  bill 
recommends  appropriation  of  $101  mil¬ 
lion.  In  other  words,  there  was  a  cut  of 
$168,899,000.  And,  may  I  say  that  many 
individual  cuts  were  made  in  this  bill 
because  it  is  the  position  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  that  only  emergency  items  or 
items  that  approach  being  emergency 
ones  ought  to  be  funded  in  the  Supple¬ 
mental  Appropriation  bill. 

We  will  be  back  here  in  January  with 
a  regular  budget  and  I  think  it  would  be 
safe  to  assume  that  the  committee  does 
intend  to  fund  some  of  these  other  pro¬ 
grams  in  the  regular  bills  of  next  year. 
But  we  did  not  think  that  they  were  of 
such  an  emergency  nature  as  to  justify 
their  being  included  in  a  supplemental 
bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  invite  the  attention 
of  the  members  of  the  committee  to  the 
fact  that  particularly  since  the  adminis¬ 
tration  did  not  show  any  great  degree  of 


urgency  in  getting  these  supplemental 
requests  up  here,  this  was  another  fac¬ 
tor.  We  received  these  estimates  last 
Thursday,  6  days  ago.  With  respect  to 
the  housing  items  contained  in  the  bill, 
the  housing  bill  was  enacted  into  law 
several  months  ago  and  we  only  received 
the  budget  estimates  last  Thursday. 
Therefore,  it  is  obvious  we  have  not  had 
the  time  during  which  to  go  into  them 
as  thoroughly  as  they  would  be  consid¬ 
ered  in  a  regular  appropriation  bill.  We 
are  proposing — those  of  us  who  will  be 
back  next  year  working  on  this  commit¬ 
tee — to  give  those  items  consideration 
in  a  regular  bill. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JONAS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Missouri. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  wanted  to  be  sure 
that  I  had  the  figure  you  just  read — 
that  for  expenditures  for  this  fiscal  year 
beginning  July  1  up  to  October  4.  We 
were  spending  at  a  level  of  $53  billion? 

Mr.  JONAS.  $53.7  billion. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  If  you  add  this  up  cor¬ 
rectly  and  take  the  4  days  off,  this  is 
really  at  a  level  of  about  $50  billion  a 
quarter — $50.6  billion — and  that  is  a 
level  spending  projected  out  to  $202  bil¬ 
lion.  Further,  I  would  state  that  the 
latest  figure  I  have  received  from  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget — I  might  say  I  saw 
it  in  the  newspapers — was  $196  billion 
and  the  latest  figure  of  our  committee — 
and  I  am  addressing  my  remarks  to  the 
chairman  of  the  Joint  Committee  on 
Reduction  of  Federal  Expenditures — his 
own  staff  reported  $196  billion  and  we 
were  supposed  to  have  cut  $186  billion  to 
$180  billion.  The  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  can  take  the 
floor  and  say  we  in  Congress  have  ac¬ 
complished  something,  but  it  appears  to 
me  that  the  Executive  has  just  absolute¬ 
ly  ignored  the  $6  billion  spending  cut  re¬ 
quired  by  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure 
Control  Act  of  1968. 

I  might  ask  the  chairman,  if  the  gen¬ 
tleman  will  yield  for  that  purpose,  if 
your  figure  is  correct,  we  are  spending 
at  a  level  of  $202  billion  and  not  a  level 
of  $180  billion  and  particularly  not  at 
a  level  of  $186  billion  which  was  given 
to  us  in  January  of  this  year. 

Mr.  JONAS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  if  he  would  like  to  respond 
to  that  question. 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  would  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Missouri  that  I  am  not  im¬ 
mediately  familiar  with  some  of  the  par¬ 
ticular  figures  which  the  gentleman  has 
used  in  reference  to  spending  rates. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  The  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  read  these  figures  which 
come  from  the  October  4,  1968,  table 
IV  Analysis  of  Deposits  and  Withdraw¬ 
als  of  the  U.S.  Government.  This  is  a 
daily  report  of  the  U.S.  Treasury  and  it 
showed  the  expenditures  for  this  fiscal 
year  just  for  the  first  quarter  to  be  $53 
billion,  that  is,  the  first  quarter,  plus  4 
days. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  the  gentleman 
knows  that  expenditures  may  vary  dur¬ 
ing  different  portions  of  the  year,  and 
even  from  day  to  day.  The  fact  that  the 
expenditures  in  the  first  quarter  may 
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have  been  $53  billion,  or  $51  billion,  does 
not  necessarily  mean  that  if  you  multi¬ 
ply  that  by  four  you  will  have  the  an¬ 
nual  expenditure  total. 

I  recall  that  the  gentleman  himself,  a 
very  able  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means,  had  just  a  while  ago 
quoted  a  $196  billion  expenditure  figure. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  did.  I  said  that  was  a 
week  ago,  and  now  we  have  the  figure  up 
to  $202  billion. 

Let  me  say  to  the  gentleman,  if  I  may, 
that  I  pointed  out  at  the  time  that  any 
attempt  to  study  these  monthly  expendi¬ 
tures  or  even  quarterly  expenditures  and 
apply  any  seasonal  adjustments  to  them 
is  for  naught,  because  there  does  not 
seem  to  be  any  seasonality  about  Federal 
spending  on  a  month-to-month  basis, 
nor  on  a  quarterly  basis. 

If  the  gentleman  will  yield  further,  I 
have  used  this  same  technique  before  of 
simply  multiplying  it  out,  as  I  have  here, 
the  full  quarter  by  four.  In  the  past  I 
have  found  that  it  comes,  regrettably, 
pretty  close  to  the  mark.  So  certainly  we 
are  spending  right  now,  if  these  figures 
are  correct,  and  I  am  sure  they  are,  at  a 
level  of  $202  billion. 

Mr.  JONAS.  If  the  gentleman  will  per¬ 
mit  me,  I  believe  it  is  fair  to  say  it  that 
way,  I  believe  it  is  also  necessary  to  say 
that  because  we  are  spending  now  at  a 
level  of  that  rate,  it  does  not  necessarily 
mean  that  the  current  rate  will  be  con¬ 
tinued.  But  it  has  to  be  reduced,  and  if 
it  is  not,  and  it  is  continued,  we  will  hav^ 
a  $200  billion  expenditure  level  for  t> 
fiscal  year. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further — as  a  matter  of  fact,  in  the 
previous  fiscal  year  I  used  this  very 
rough  way  of  estimating  expenditures, 
and  I  came  within  $200  million  of  hitting 
the  mark.  Regrettably,  what  I  believe  is 
going  to  happen  here  is,  except  for  the 
debt  ceiling — and  that  will  hold  us  down 
pretty  soon — but  except  for  the  debt  ceil¬ 
ing  this  administration  would  continue  to 
increase,  not  decrease  spending  at  all. 
But  certainly  we  are  confronted  with  a 
situation,  and  I  believe  these  figures 
clearly  show,  that  this  administration  is 
not  doing  one  thing  toward  holding  down 
expenditures.  In  fact,  it  is  really  thumb¬ 
ing  its  nose  at  the  Congress,  the  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  people,  and  at  the  law 
that  was  written  telling  them  to  cut  back 
on  expenditures. 

How  else  can  anyone  interpret  these 
figures? 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JONAS.  I  will  be  glad  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

The  $6  billion  expenditure  cut  is  still 
the  law,  and  I  feel  this  will  be  achieved 
by  this  administration. 

There  are,  of  course,  differences  of 
opinion  as  to  where  reductions  should 
be  made.  There  has  been  forthrightness 
and  candor  in  the  presentation  of  the 
situation  to  the  Congress. 

I  have  before  me  what  is  entitled 
“Monthly  Statement  of  Receipts  and  Ex¬ 
penditures  of  the  United  States  Govern¬ 
ment  for  the  Period  From  July  1st,  1968, 
Through  August  31st,  1968.”  That  is  a 
2-month  period. 


On  the  next  to  the  last  line  there  is 
shown,  as  “Expenditures  and  net  lend¬ 
ing,”  for  the  2  months,  $30,623  million, 
which  is  about  $15.3  average  for  each  of 
the  first  2  months.  If  you  multiply  that 
out  for  the  year,  then  you  would  have 
$183.6  billion.  The  ceiling  in  the  law  is 
$180.1  billion,  but  you  will  remember,  as 
I  said  earlier,  and  as  the  gentleman 
knows,  that  the  law  exempted  four  areas 
from  the  ceiling,  areas  of  uncontrollable 
expenditures.  And  may  I  add  that  in  the 
summer  review  of  the  budget,  issued  by 
the  executive  branch  on  September  9, 
the  exempted  items  are  now  estimated 
some  $4  billion  plus  over  the  January 
budget  figures.  And  in  total,  the  summer 
review  revised  the  estimate  of  total  1969 
spending,  tentatively,  to  $184.4  billion 
precisely  for  these  overruns. 

So  these  kinds  of  comparisons  that  are 
being  made  are  not  necessarily  very 
meaningful. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  also  add,  in  ref¬ 
erence  to  an  earlier  statement,  that 
spending  in  the  first  quarter  of  fiscal 
1969  was  several  billion  above  the  same 
quarter  of  fiscal  1968,  that  this  does  not 
necessarily  prove  anything  insofar  as 
effectuating  the  $6  billion  reduction  is 
concerned.  The  original  January  budget 
itself  estimated  a  spending  increase  of 
$10.4  billion  in  1969  as  compared  to  fiscal 
1968.  Then  we  have  the  $4  billion  plus 
overruns  now  estimated  in  the  four  ex¬ 
empted  areas  I  mentioned.  And  against 
this,  Congress  mandated  a  spending  cut 
of  $6  billion.  So,  it  would  be  expected  that 
there  would  be  some  increases  over  the 
previous  year. 

Further,  on  the  matter  of  effecting 
the  $6  billion  cut,  let  me  insert  certain 
quotes  from  the  September  9  Summer 
Review  issued  by  the  Budget  Director: 

Charles  J.  Zwick,  Director  of  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget,  today  announced  the  results  of 
a  Summer  Review  of  the  Fiscal  Year  1969 
Budget.  Noting  that  congressional  action  is 
not  yet  completed  on  5  of  the  14  appropria¬ 
tions,  Director  Zwick  said : 

“The  currently  estimated  amounts  must 
be  considered  tentative.  As  soon  as  all  the 
facts  are  in,  we  will  move  quickly  to  make 
the  necessary  adjustments  to  complete  com¬ 
pliance  with  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure 
Control  Act  of  1968.  The  current  estimates 
represent  strong  efforts  to  make  the  reduc¬ 
tion  decisions  in  the  light  of  needs  and  pri¬ 
orities  but  no  cutback  of  this  magnitude  can 
be  accomplished  without  difficulty.” 

The  Review  showed  that: 

Receipts  are  now  estimated  to  be  $1.3  bil¬ 
lion  higher  than  foreseen  in  January,  reach¬ 
ing  $179.4  billion: 

Outlays  will  be  reduced  by  nearly  $1.7  bil¬ 
lion  (to  $184.4  billion) ; 

Deficit  is  expected  to  decline  from  $8  bil¬ 
lion  to  $5  billion. 

Special  attention  in  the  Review  is  focused 
on  the  reductions  in  outlays,  which  were  re¬ 
quired  by  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure  Con¬ 
trol  Act  of  1968.  Program  costs  exempted  by 
the  law  have  increased  from  January  esti¬ 
mates  by  $4.4  billion — with  $2.3  billion  ac¬ 
counted  for  by  increased  support  for  Viet¬ 
nam  operations.  The  $6  billion  reduction  re¬ 
quired  by  the  law  will  have  even  greater  im¬ 
pact  than  had  been  anticipated  as  a  result 
of  higher  than  estimated  expenditures  in  so- 
called  uncontrollable  programs.  For  example, 
over  $1  billion  more  will  be  needed  to  meet 
the  outlays  fixed  by  law  for  farm  price  sup¬ 
ports  and  public  assistance.  Thus,  approxi¬ 
mately  $7  billion  in  spending  reductions  will 
have  to  be  made. 


The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  now  estimates 
that  when  Congress  completes  its  actions  on 
1969  spending,  it  will  have  cut  $3.3  billion 
from  the  January  budget  proposals  affected 
by  the  cutback  law.  In  addition,  to  meet  the 
roughly  $7  billion  of  required  reductions, 
administrative  actions  will  be  undertaken  to 
cut: 

$1  billion  in  Defense  spending  not  required 
for  support  of  Vietnam  (or  other  critical 
defense  needs) ; 

$1  billion  in  loan  programs,  placing  greater 
reliance  on  the  private  money  market  for 
these  activities: 

$200  million  in  the  Federal-aid  highway 
program; 

$100  million  for  the  space  program,  (below 
the  amount  resulting  from  congressional  ac¬ 
tion)  outside  of  requirements  for  the  manned 
lunar  landing. 

$1.2  billion  of  reductions  among  all  other 
civilian  agencies.  However,  key  social  pro¬ 
grams  such  as  manpower,  low-income  hous¬ 
ing,  and  safe  streets  are  being  protected. 

Interim  measures  to  achieve  the  required 
reductions  have  been  instituted,  and  de¬ 
tailed  agency  plans  are  now  being  reviewed. 
When  congressional  action  is  completed, 
these  plans  will  be  modified  where  necessary 
and  put  into  effect. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  the  gentleman  is  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Reduction  of  Fed¬ 
eral  Expenditures,  and  I  compliment  the 
committee  for  giving  the  Congress  these 
monthly  statements  of  expenditures. 
Your  last  figures— this  was  about  2  or  3 
weeks  ago — were  at  the  $192  billion  ex¬ 
penditure  level,  and  I  can  quote  the  gen¬ 
tleman  directly  from  it. 

Mr.  MAHON.  The  figures,  of  course, 
will  speak  for  themselves.  But  the  point 
is:  I  believe  we  have  made  a  sincere  ef¬ 
fort  to  make  reductions,  and  I  believe  we 
have  had  some  considerable  success. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  ask 
how  much  time  I  have  used? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  has  consumed  14  min¬ 
utes. 

Mr.  JONAS.  I  will  just  take  1  minute, 
and  then  I  will  yield  5  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Wid- 
nall] . 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  merely  say  that 
you  can  prove  almost  anything  with 
figures,  depending  upon  when  you  com¬ 
pile  the  figures. 

I  did  not  intend  to  get  into  an  ex¬ 
tended  discussion  of  the  expenditure  sit¬ 
uation,  but  merely  to  point  out  that  the 
daily  statement  of  the  Treasury  indi¬ 
cates  that  for  the  first  quarter  plus  4 
days,  the  Government  has  spent  $53,- 
776,000,000;  and  during  the  correspond¬ 
ing  period  last  year  it  spent  $48,496,000,- 
000,  which  does  not  indicate  to  me  that 
much  of  an  impact  has  been  made  in 
this  quarter  on  the  $6  billion  spending 
reduction  that  Congress  mandated  when 
we  passed  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure 
Control  Act. 

I  express  the  hope  that  a  better  rec¬ 
ord  will  be  compiled  during  the  second 
quarter;  if  it  is  not  done,  then  I  express 
the  fear  that  the  next  administration 
coming  into  office  in  January  will  have 
more  than  its  fair  share  of  the  burden 
of  coming  up  with  that  $6  billion  ex¬ 
penditure  reduction. 

I  now  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  WidnallI. 

Mr.  WIDNALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  having 
labored  long  and  hard  to  find  means  of 
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encouraging  increased  participation  by 
the  private  sector  in  solving  the  problems 
of  adequate  housing  and  community  de¬ 
velopment,  I  am  deeply  disappointed  to 
find  no  funds  available  for  the  National 
Home  Ownership  Foundation  under  the 
supplemental  appropriation  bill  now  be¬ 
fore  us.  I  am  sure  that  the  113  Repub¬ 
lican  Members  of  this  body  who  co¬ 
sponsored  the  homeownership  bill  last 
year,  as  well  as  the  many  Democratic 
Members  who  supported  our  efforts  to 
include  the  Foundation  in  the  omnibus 
housing  bill  this  year,  share  my  senti¬ 
ments  in  this  matter. 

The  amount  requested  by  the  admin¬ 
istration  in  the  supplemental  request  was 
only  for  $250,000  in  administrative  ex¬ 
penses,  to  get  the  Foundation  off  the 
ground.  It  has  always  been  the  expec¬ 
tation  of  the  sponsors  of  the  NHOF  that 
once  the  program  began,  funds  from  pri¬ 
vate  sources  as  well  as  contracts  from 
Government  agencies  at  all  levels  would 
make  the  Foundation  basically  self- 
sustaining. 

The  Foundation  is  the  first  attempt  to 
break  away  from  the  pattern  of  reliance 
on  governmental  bureaucracy  in  solving 
our  serious  problems  of  low  income  hous¬ 
ing,  both  rural  and  urban.  No  other 
agency,  public  or  private,  exists  solely  to 
foster  the  concept  of  homeownership  for 
our  lower  income  citizens  through  pri¬ 
vate  and  neighborhood  effort.  And  I 
would  remind  my  colleagues  that  it  was 
Only  with  the  greatest  reluctance  and 
misgivings  that  HUD  and  the  adminis¬ 
tration  responded  to  our  calls  for  an 
emphasis  on  homeownership. 

Even  without  funds  for  grants  or  loans, 
the  counseling  and  informational  service 
and  inspirational  leadership  that  the 
Foundation  could  supply,  given  adequate 
administrative  expenses  to  begin,  is 
surely  worth  many  times  the  amount  of 
the  request  for  funds.  Both  political 
parties  have  called  for  new  private  ef¬ 
forts  in  this  field.  Yet,  we  will  flunk  our 
first  real  opportunity  to  prove  we  mean 
what  we  say  if  no  funding  is  provided  for 
the  Foundation. 

It  has  been  more  than  2  months  since 
the  passage  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1968 
which  required  the  President  to  appoint 
the  Board  for  the  National  Home  Owner¬ 
ship  Foundation  within  30  days.  I  can 
understand  the  reluctance  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  make  these  appointments,  how¬ 
ever,  given  the  lack  of  funds  for  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses  that  the  Congress 
pledged  in  authorizing  the  Foundation. 

I  can  also  understand  the  position  of 
the  committee,  however,  in  seeing  what 
may  have  looked  to  them  as  just  another 
HUD  idea  coming  up  for  funding,  given 
the  fact  that  there  was  no  private  Board 
for  the  Foundation  to  explain  its  impor¬ 
tance.  A  thorough  explanation  of  the 
need  and  purpose  of  the  Foundation  may 
not  have  been  possible  from  HUD  spokes¬ 
men  who,  after  all,  opposed  the  idea  and 
who  see  it,  perhaps,  as  a  threat,  a  private 
sector  yardstick  against  which  their  own 
operations  can  be  judged. 

If  it  is  not  possible,  at  this  late  point  in 
time,  to  amend  the  bill  before  us  to  re- 
lnclude  the  funds  for  administrative  ex¬ 
penses  for  the  National  Home  Ownership 
Foundation,  I  would  urge  the  members  of 
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any  conference  committee  with  the  other 
body  on  this  appropriations  bill  to  look 
with  sympathy  upon  any  funds  included 
by  the  other  body  for  the  Foundation. 
Far  from  being  looked  upon  as  an  unnec¬ 
essary  expense,  such  action  would  win 
the  gratitude  of  the  American  taxpayer 
for  the  example  set  in  showing  how  the 
private  sector,  with  a  minimum  of  as¬ 
sistance  from  Government,  can  do  the 
job  and  do  it  well.  I  am  confident  the  Na¬ 
tional  Home  Ownership  Foundation  will 
live  up  to  these  expectations  if  just  given 
the  chance. 

Mr.  PETTIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are 
again  facing  a  vote  concerning  the  very 
important  Housing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment  bill,  and  for  this  reason,  I  appre¬ 
ciate  this  opportunity  to  make  my  stand 
clear  to  you  as  well  as  to  my  constituen¬ 
cy — the  citizens  of  the  county  of  San 
Bernardino,  Calif. 

When  the  original  housing  legislation 
came  before  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  on  July  10, 1  voted  for  the  bill — aft¬ 
er  provisions  which  would  cost  the  Amer¬ 
ican  taxpayers  over  $400  million  for  the 
repair  of  streets,  sidewalks,  garbage  and 
trash  collection,  street  cleaning,  and  the 
like,  were  removed.  These  are  all  func¬ 
tions  which  are  presently,  and  I  feel'most 
certainly  should  continue  to  be,  handled 
by  local  governments. 

On  July  26,  the  conference  report  was 
brought  before  the  House.  Since  the 
House-Senate  conferees  included  this 
$400  million  extravagance,  I  could  not, 
in  good  conscience,  vote  in  support  of  the 
report.  How  could  I  possibly  have  voted 
for  it;  how  could  I  have  voted  for  such 
an  unnecessary  drain  on  our  already 
strained  Federal  budget. 

Now  today,  we  are  considering  the 
supplemental  appropriation  bill  of  1969 
which  includes  appropriations  for  the 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  De¬ 
velopment.  Here,  we  are  facing  a  matter 
of  grave  importance  to  many  of  our  citi¬ 
zens  since,  for  the  first  time,  appropria¬ 
tions  are  being  requested  for  the  home- 
ownership  plan. 

The  homeownership  plan  is  designed 
to  enable  low-income  families  to  pur¬ 
chase  their  own  homes  by  providing  a 
Federal  subsidy  that  could  bring  down 
the  effective  interest  cost  of  the  pur¬ 
chaser’s  home  mortgage.  Here,  finally,  we 
can  truly  help  and  assist  the  people  in 
our  country  who  really  need  it. 

Slumdwellers  who  are  now  residing  In 
areas  where  there  are  dozens  of  blocks 
of  rotting,  wooden  tenements  and  rub¬ 
bish  strewn  lots,  are  yearning  for  better 
living  conditions.  Certainly  a  shelter  is 
just  as  important  as  food  and  clothing — 
and,  certainly  for  family  life  it  is  most 
important.  Mr.  Speaker,  have  you  ever 
seen  a  community  wherein  slums  were 
turned  into  “gardens” — lovely  homes? 
Many  of  these  families  have  doubled 
their  incomes  since  moving  into  their 
new  homes  simply  because  their  confi¬ 
dence  and  pride  buoyed  new  self-respect. 
Certainly  our  goal  should  be  to  provide 
“a  decent  home  and  a  suitable  living 
environment  for  every  American  family.” 

In  reaching  this  goal,  not  only  do  we 
help  our  low-income  citizens  live  in 
decent  homes,  but  we  also  create  thou¬ 
sands  of  jobs  by  providing  needed  re- 
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vitalization  of  the  home  construction 
industry — not  only  in  my  congressional 
district,  but  throughout  the  entire  Na¬ 
tion.  Here,  a  homeowner  is  given  the 
opportunity,  to  the  maximum  extent 
feasible,  to  contribute  the  value  of  his 
labor  as  equity  in  the  dwelling. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  spending  billions 
on  foreign  aid — is  not  it  about  time  we 
take  care  of  our  own  citizens  who  are 
living  right  here  in  the  United  States? 
I,  for  one,  am  pleased  and  proud  to  vote 
for  this  supplemental  appropriations  bill 
as  it  affects  homeownership — the  great 
concept  of  all  Americans. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Tennes¬ 
see  [Mr.  Kuykendall], 

Mr.  KUYKENDALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
associate  myself  with  the  remarks  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey. 

THE  NEED  FOR  COUNSELING  SERVICES  IN 
HOMEOWNERSHIP 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Members  of  both 
bodies  have  passed  a  proposal  included 
within  the  omnibus  housing  bill  provid¬ 
ing  for  aid  in  the  form  of  interest  sup¬ 
plement  to  low-income  homeowners. 
This  is  a  splendid  idea  and  one  that  is 
long  overdue.  However,  the  implementa¬ 
tion  and  effectiveness  of  an  important 
part  of  this  low-income  homeownership 
legislation  is  in  danger  of  withering  on 
the  vine  because  of  lack  of  funds. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  speak  of  the  counsel 
ing  program  for  prospective  homeown¬ 
ers.  Please  note  that  I  said  for  “home- 
owners.”  I  am  not  talking  about  a  lump 
sum  appropriation  for  a  counseling  pro¬ 
gram  for  all  aspects  of  housing  provided 
within  the  omnibus  housing  bill.  There 
is  a  very  real  and  distinct  difference  be¬ 
tween  the  need  of  counseling  for  the 
low-income  disadvantaged  who  want  to 
buy  their  own  home  and  the  individual 
who  is  attempting  to  obtain  rent  sup¬ 
plements  or  public  housing. 

The  responsibilities  and  obligations  of 
a  homeowner  are  incomparable  to  those 
of  one  who  is  renting  somebody  else’s 
property.  It  is  often  hard  for  many  of 
us  to  realize  the  numerous  pitfalls  and 
hurdles  which  stand  in  the  path  of  one 
who  is  trying  desperately  to  raise  him¬ 
self  out  of  the  slums  and  tear  away  from 
public  dependence.  For  the  most  part 
these  people  are  ignorant  of  business 
transactions,  budget  management,  pri¬ 
ority  spending,  and  most  of  the  other 
duties  and  financial  responsibilities 
commensurate  with  homeownership. 
Just  a  little  guidance  and  advice  will 
enable  these  people  to  greatly  enhance 
their  standard  of  living,  bolster  their 
pride,  create  respect,  and  a  sense  of  be¬ 
longing  to  a  community  of  homeowners 
and  taxpayers. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  among  any  of 
us  that  homeowners  are  preferable  to 
lessees  in  public  housing.  Many  of  the 
people  now  in  public  housing  could  buy 
a  home  of  their  own  if  the  proper  hous¬ 
ing  were  available  and  if  they  received 
the  proper  guidance  and  advice  on  pur¬ 
chasing  a  home.  We  should,  therefore, 
do  all  we  can  to  insure  that  the  low-in¬ 
come  housing  programs  across  the  Na¬ 
tion  have  our  complete  cooperation  and 
support.  An  effective,  well  organized 
counseling  program  for  homeowners 
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can  be  the  difference  between  success 
and  failure  to  these  homeownership 
programs. 

Mr.  Chairman,  from  these  few  re¬ 
marks  you  can  easily  discern  that  I  am 
deeply  involved  and  concerned  with  the 
future  of  these  low-income  homeowner¬ 
ship  programs.  We  have  an  excellent 
one  in  my  district  in  Memphis,  Term.  I 
respectfully  urge  the  Members  of  this 
body  to  accept  restoration  of  funds  for 
counseling  services  for  the  people  par¬ 
ticipating  in  low-income  homeowner¬ 
ship  programs  until  they  at  least  get 
started  in  the  program  and  can  begin  to 
assume  and  understand  the  responsi¬ 
bilities  for  themselves.  This  will  de¬ 
crease  the  number  of  people  in  public 
housing  as  well  as  move  people  from  the 
slums  to  respectable  homes  of  their  own. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon¬ 
sin  [Mr.  Davis], 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Wisconsin.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  want  to  discuss  some  parts  of  this 
bill.  I  think  my  comments  relate  to 
basically  procedural  matters  within  the 
Appropriations  Committee,  rather  than 
to  the  content  of  the  bill  as  a  whole.  I 
think  the  example  I  would  like  to  use  is 
the  Fort  Lincoln  urban  renewal  project 
in  the  District  of  Columbia. 

There  is  included  in  this  bill  about 
$7  million  for  the  initiation  of  community 
facilities  for  this  urban  renewal  proj¬ 
ect.  We  did  not  receive  any  testimony  on 
this  matter  at  all  in  the  regular  hearings 
of  our  subcommittee.  When  the  bill  went 
over  to  the  other  body,  the  funds  were 
included  for  these  facilities  at  the  Fort 
Lincoln  site,  but  were  taken  out  in  the 
conference. 

We  now  find  these  funds  coming  in 
through  another  door  in  this  supple¬ 
mental  appropriation  bill. 

It  has  always  been  my  feeling  that 
once  an  item  has  been  stricken  out  in  a 
conference,  it  ought  to  stay  out  for  the 
remainder  of  that  session.  To  permit  it 
to  come  back  through  the  supplemental 
appropriation  route,  it  seems  to  me,  de¬ 
stroys  the  effectiveness  of  the  conference 
on  an  appropriation  bill  to  a  great  extent 
and  invites  abuse  of  the  normal  appro¬ 
priation  process. 

I  believe  this  project  needs  to  be  men¬ 
tioned  on  a  second  count;  that  is,  it  does 
represent,  in  the  closing  days  of  the  ses¬ 
sion,  the  inclusion  in  a  supplemental  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  of  what  amounts  to  a 
major  capital  outlay  project. 

This  is  not  the  only  one  of  its  kind  in¬ 
cluded  in  this  bill.  There  are  at  least  two 
others.  Here  again,  this  represents  an  in¬ 
vitation  to  abuse  of  the  appropriations 
process,  to  initiate  capital  outlay  projects 
in  the  final  supplemental  appropriation 
bill  in  the  closing  days  of  a  session. 

This  perhaps  brings  us  to  another  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  procedure,  and 
one  which  bespeaks  somewhat  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  our  committee  more  as  a  com¬ 
bination  of  subcommitees  than  as  a  sin¬ 
gle  appropriations  unit,  for  there  is  in 
this  bill  no  consistency  among  the  sub¬ 
committees  in  dealing  with  these  major 
capital  outlay  projects  in  the  final  sup¬ 
plemental.  Some  of  the  subcommittees 
took  the  position  this  was  not  the  way 
to  initiate  major  capital  outlay  projects, 
so  funds  for  such  initiations  were  not 


included  in  this  bill.  Other  subcommit¬ 
tees,  including  the  one  for  the  District 
of  Columbia  and  the  one  that  handles 
Treasury  and  Post  Office,  did  not  take 
that  point  of  view,  so  some  of  those  capi¬ 
tal  outlay  projects  were  included. 

It  seems  to  me  there  should  have  been 
a  consistency  of  policy  as  to  the  items 
included  by  the  various  subcommittees, 
and  that  consistent  policy  should  be  that 
we  will  not  look  with  favor  on,  that  we 
will  not  grant  requests  for,  the  initiation 
of  major  capital  outlay  projects  in  the 
final  supplemental  bill  which  comes  be¬ 
fore  us  in  the  closing  days. 

There  is  one  other  item  with  respect 
to  this  bill  which  I  believe  needs  to  be 
mentioned.  It  is  another  example  of 
chipping  away  at  what  we  did  in  the 
Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act 
when  we  set  some  ceilings  with  respect 
to  an  overall  ceiling  on  expenditures  of 
all  the  Government  agencies  and  depart¬ 
ments.  Since  that  time  we  have  retreated 
from  our  position  in  a  number  of  in¬ 
stances.  This  appears  to  be  the  last  one, 
and  a  very  substantial  retreat  from  the 
position  we  took  at  a  time  of  dire  finan¬ 
cial  stress  to  deal  with  what  was  in  truth 
an  emergency  fiscal  problem  of  our  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

Because  of  my  strong  feelings  with  re¬ 
spect  to  these  matters,  Mr.  Chairman,  it 
is  my  intention  to  offer  a  motion  to  re¬ 
commit  this  bill  at  the  proper  time. 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  to  speak  very  briefly 
on  H.R.  20300,  the  supplemental  appro¬ 
priations  bill.  We  have  considered  many 
appropriations  bills  in  this  Congress,  in¬ 
cluding  one,  the  Defense  appropriations, 
for  $72  billion.  We  are  now  considering 
the  last  appropriations  bill  of  this  Con¬ 
gress,  and  I  hope  in  our  haste  to  finish 
this  business  we  do  not  make  a  tragic 
mistake. 

In  this  Congress  we  have  enacted  many 
measures  to  help  the  disadvantaged  and 
the  deprived  Americans  who  live  in  urban 
or  rural  poverty.  But  these  authorization 
bills  will  be  little  more  than  a  verbal  com¬ 
mitment  if  we  do  not  appropriate  the 
money  to  carry  out  our  legislative  inten¬ 
tion.  We  are  all  familiar  with  the  present 
strain  on  the  Federal  budget.  But  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  certain  programs  contained  in 
this  bill,  H.R.  20300,  should  have  a  high 
priority. 

I  refer  in  particular  to  the  reduction 
in  funds  for  the  food  stamp  program,  a 
reduction  in  this  bill  of  some  $70  million. 
I  sincerely  hope  that  my  colleagues  will 
restore  this  money,  and  thereby  insure 
the  vitality  of  this  food  stamp  program. 

In  addition  to  this  reduction,  the  funds 
for  a  variety  of  HUD  programs,  includ¬ 
ing  rent  supplements,  and  for  certain 
consumer  protection  programs,  have  also 
been  reduced.  I  hope  the  reduced  funds 
in  these  areas  will  be  restored. 

I  hope  my  colleagues  will  carefully 
consider  their  position  with  respect  to 
these  reductions.  In  any  relative  sense, 
the  amount  of  money  required  to  fully 
fund  these  programs  is  minimal.  But  as 
an  expression  of  a  national  commitment 
to  help  the  disadvantaged  in  our  land, 
this  amount  is  quite  important. 

Mr.  REUSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  on  August 
1  of  this  year  President  Johnson  signed 


the  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act 
of  1968  into  law. 

That  act  is  the  most  far-reaching  leg¬ 
islation  ever  enacted  to  deal  with  the 
condition  of  our  cities — and  with  the 
Nation’s  housing. 

Those  of  us  on  the  Banking  and  Cur¬ 
rency  Committee  who  participated  in  the 
hearings  on  that  bill — on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle — were  proud  of  our  work  and  of 
the  enthusiastic  reception  it  received 
from  the  American  people. 

In  voting  for  that  legislation  this  Con¬ 
gress  indicated  its  commitment  to  the 
eradication  of  substandard  housing  in 
America  and  to  the  successful  resolu¬ 
tion  of  our  urban  crisis. 

In  voting  for  this  legislation  this  Con¬ 
gress  reaffirmed  the  national  goal  set  in 
1949  of  a  “decent  home  and  a  suitable 
living  environment  for  every  American 
family.” 

The  broad  and  imaginative  provisions 
of  that  act  gave  some  measure  of  hope 
to  concerned  Americans  everywhere  that 
a  meaningful  attempt  to  reach  these 
goals  was  finally  underway. 

Yet  the  funding  here  proposed  is  so 
inadequate  that  if  accepted  our  legisla¬ 
tive  promises  cannot  be  kept,  and  the 
hopes  raised  by  the  housing  legislation 
cannot  be  fulfilled. 

Let  me  turn  to  specific  examples: 

No  funds  for  tenant  services,  a  pro¬ 
gram  which  would  have  brought  instruc¬ 
tion,  recreation  and  hope  to  those  who 
now  live  in  our  public  housing  projects. 

No  funds  for  the  interstate  land  sales 
provisions  of  the  act,  which  sought  to 
protect  the  innocent  and  the  unwary  in 
the  purchase  of  real  estate  from  the 
unscrupulous. 

No  funds  for  the  counseling  services 
proposed  by  the  FHA  to  provide  advice 
and  assistance  to  those  who  sought  to 
become  responsible  homeowners  but  who 
were  ignorant  of  what  that  entailed. 

No  funds  for  planned  areawide  de¬ 
velopment  grants,  an  exciting  vehicle  to 
stimulate  the  coordinated  growth  of 
regional  and  metropolitan  areas — al¬ 
ready  choked  with  the  sprawl  of 
suburbs. 

An  appropriation  of  only  $13  million 
for  both  the  new  homeownership  and 
rental  assistance  programs,  instead  of 
the  $75  million  asked  for  and  required 
if  these  programs  are  to  achieve  their 
objectives. 

An  appropriation  of  only  $1  million 
instead  of  the  $80  million  requested  for 
the  implementation  of  the  fair  housing 
provisions  of  last  April’s  Civil  Rights 
Act — passed  shortly  after  the  death  of 
Dr.  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.  The  sum 
recommended  is  inadequate — and  the 
great  purposes  of  that  legislation  cannot 
be  served  if  that  figure  is  allowed  to 
stand. 

These  are  only  a  sampling  of  the  ac¬ 
tions  taken,  but  they  reflect  an  unwill¬ 
ingness  to  face  up  to  the  responsibilities 
we  assumed  in  passing  the  Housing  and 
Urban  Development  Act  of  1968. 

How  can  all  Americans  ever  be  as¬ 
sured  of  decent  housing  if  we  refuse  to 
give  with  one  hand  what  we  offer  with 
the  other? 

Mr.  ASHLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
thoroughly  disappointed  by  the  action  of 
the  Appropriations  Committee  on  the 
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supplemental  request  of  the  Department 
of  Housing  and  Urban  Development. 

With  the  passage  of  the  Housing  and 
Urban  Development  Act  of  1968,  the 
Congress  rekindled  the  aspirations  and 
anticipations  of  millions  of  Americans. 
We  renewed  the  hope  of  the  poorest  for 
a  chance  to  own  their  own  homes;  the 
hope  of  moderate-income  families  for 
communities  with  all  needed  facilities; 
the  hope  of  private  enterprise  for  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  participate  in  the  rebuild¬ 
ing  of  our  cities;  and  the  hope  of  us  all 
for  a  decent,  safe,  and  healthy  environ¬ 
ment. 

The  Appropriations  Committee  has 
shattered  these  hopes  and  has  made  the 
historic  legislative  work  of  this  Congress 
seem  empty  and  fruitless. 

The  committee  has  dealt  a  brutal  blow 
to  the  President’s  10-year  housing  goal 
at  the  very  outset  of  the  program  by  re¬ 
ducing  the  contract  authorization  for 
interest  reduction  payments  in  the  new 
homeownership  and  rental  programs 
from  $75  to  $15  million.  It  has  emas¬ 
culated  the  joint  efforts  of  Democrats 
and  Republicans  to  assist  the  private 
sponsors  of  low-  and  moderate-income 
housing  by  providing  no  funds  for  such 
aid. 

I  particularly  deplore  the  committee’s 
refusal  to  fund  the  new  tenant  service 
program  authorized  in  the  1968  act,  as 
well  as  the  areawide  development  pro¬ 
gram. 

In  America  today  the  gap  between 
rich  and  poor,  between  white  majority 
and  black  minority  grows  daily  less  ac¬ 
ceptable.  Without  a  chance  to  leam 
skills  and  receive  a  proper  education,  to¬ 
day’s  poor  are  unable  to  qualify  for  jobs 
in  an  increasingly  technological  market. 
With  avenues  of  opportunity  barred  by 
discrimination,  today’s  minorities  are 
only  able  to  move  upward  into  the  mid¬ 
dle  class  with  the  greatest  difficulty.  We 
see  the  fruits  of  this  condition  in  the 
alienation  of  our  young,  in  the  despera¬ 
tion  of  our  poor,  in  the  decay  of  our 
central  cities. 

The  public  housing  program  was  our 
first  major  national  effort  to  build  safe, 
sanitary  housing  for  low-income  fami¬ 
lies  who  could  not  find  decent  housing  at 
rentals  they  could  afford. 

Over  the  years  the  character  of  pub¬ 
lic  housing  has  changed.  With  the  gen¬ 
eral  prosperity,  the  able  and  the  fortu¬ 
nate  have  left.  More  and  more,  the  most 
helpless  of  our  poor — the  young,  the  bro¬ 
ken  families,  the  elderly,  the  delin¬ 
quent — have  come  to  live  in  many  of 
these  projects. 

Today  in  public  housing,.  34  percent 
of  all  families  are  elderly;  55.5  percent 
of  all  families  have  public  assistance  or 
other  benefits;  29  percent  of  all  families 
have  only  one  parent,  usually  the  mother. 

The  median  total  income  of  all  families 
is  $2,820. 

Recognizing  this  condition,  Congress 
this  year  authorized  a  program  to  pro¬ 
vide  jobs,  training,  counseling  and  other 
essential  services  to  these  needy  people. 

Now  the  Appropriations  Committee 
makes  a  mockery  of  the  promise  of  Con¬ 
gress.  To  those  who  want  work,  to  those 
who  lack  skills,  to  those  who  cry  out  for  a 
chance,  the  committee  has  said  “Wait 
til  next  year.” 


The  committee’s  action  will  shape  the 
lives  not  only  of  the  poor  but  of  the  mid¬ 
dle  class  as  well  because  it  has  not  pro¬ 
vided  funds  for  the  areawide  develop¬ 
ment  program.  Democrats  and  Republi¬ 
cans  agree  that  our  growing  suburban 
communities,  faced  with  ever-increasing 
population  and  overwhelming  demands 
for  more  and  better  schools,  hospitals, 
parks,  and  public  facilities  are  already  at 
the  limit  of  their  fiscal  capacities.  The 
areawide  development  program  will  pro¬ 
vide  more  financial  support  to  State  and 
local  communities  to  meet  their  current 
needs. 

Democrats  and  Republicans  agree  that 
greater  efforts  must  be  made  to  protect 
the  capital  investment  of  the  Federal 
Government.  Areawide  development  will 
foster  the  sound  rational  growth  we  must 
have  to  insure  that  public  funds  are  not 
wasted. 

Despite  the  fact  that  this  program 
meets  a  common  concern  in  the  Congress 
already  expressed  in  legislation,  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  has  denied  it 
funds. 

I  urge  you  all  to  restore  the  full 
amounts  requested  for  these  vital  pro¬ 
grams  so  that  we  may  fulfill  our  obliga¬ 
tion  to  the  people. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  no 
further  requests  for  time.  • 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
heard  from  one  Member  some  criticism 
because  we  have  not  made  reductions  to 
the  extent  that  may  have  been  desired. 
I  have  heard  two  speakers  complaining 
because  additional  funds  were  not  pro¬ 
vided,  which  could  be  said  to  indicate 
that  the  desire  for  additional  spending 
seems  to  be  winning  by  two  to  one. 

What  the  committee  tried  to  do  was 
to  come  up  with  the  best  compromise  it 
could  on  a  large  number  of  items. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  no  further  re¬ 
quest  for  time.  I  ask  that  the  Clerk 
r€8rd 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  the 
following  sums  are  appropriated  out  of  any 
money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appro¬ 
priated,  to  supply  supplemental  appropria¬ 
tions  (this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Sup¬ 
plemental  Appropriation  Act,  1969”)  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other 
purposes,  namely: 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  was  very  much  im¬ 
pressed  by  the  comments  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  from  Texas  patting 
this  body  on  the  back  for  having  erected 
a  responsible  fiscal  structure  this  year. 

It  is  ironic  that  this  self-congratula¬ 
tion  should  come  at  a  time  when  this 
body  is  reporting  out  a  measure  that 
kicks  a  $1  billion  hole  in  that  fiscal 
structure.  This  is  exactly  what  happens 
as  a  result  of  the  exemptions  in  this 
supplemental. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  read  the  hearings  of 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  as  they 
related  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration.  All  through  these  hearings 
there  was  reference  to  $907  million  of 
obligations  not  anticipated  at  the  begin¬ 
ning  of  the  year  by  the  Commodity 
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Credit  Corporation  officials  and  there¬ 
fore  not  included  in  the  President’s 
budget  estimates.  One  would  assume 
from  this  information  if  this  exemption 
is  not  made  that  Secretary  Freeman  will 
have  to  cut  $907  million  out  of  the 
spending  of  his  department  in  order  to 
comply  with  the  Expenditure  Control 
Act.  Yet  a  letter  dated  September  24  to 
the  Honorable  Allen  Ellender,  Chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry,  U.S.  Senate,  reads  as  fol¬ 
lows,  and  I  call  your  attention  to  this, 
because  it  is  very  much  to  the  point: 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  In  view  of  the  un¬ 
foreseen  increase  in  production  expendi¬ 
tures  by  the  CCC  now  expected  to  be  almost 
$1  billion  higher  in  1969  than  estimated 
last  January,  we  have  taken  every  step  we 
can  to  reduce  the  impact  of  the  increase 
on  other  programs  of  the  Department  and 
still  comply  with  the  limitations  in  sections 
202  and  203  of  the  Revenue  and  Expendi¬ 
ture  Control  Act.  Even  so,  unless  the  in¬ 
crease  in  outlays  for  loans  and  inventory 
operations  of  the  CCC  are  exempted  from 
this  law,  it  will  be  necessary  for  us  to  make 
reductions  in  outlays  for  other  programs 
of  the  Department  below  the  level  origi¬ 
nally  planned  as  follows: 

Then  comes  the  enumeration.  It  lists 
the  Soil  Conservation  Service,  the  Ex¬ 
tension  Service,  the  Public  Lands  Fund, 
the  REA,  and  so  on.  He  closes  with  this 
line,  and  listen  to  this: 

These  are  the  major  reductions  which  will 
be  necessary  as  we  see  it  now. 

What  is  the  total  of  those  figures? 
$907  million?  No.  The  total  is  $258  mil¬ 
lion.  In  other  words,  Secretary  Freeman 
has  already  found  $650  million  to  cut 
and  still  live  up  to  all  of  the  obligations. 
If  we  pass  this  bill  with  that  exemption 
for  the  CCC,  we  are  simply  taking  the 
lid  off  and  relieving  Secretary  Freeman 
of  the  necessity  to  impose  these  limita¬ 
tions  on  expenditures. 

I  say  it  is  a  shame.  You  say,  “Well, 
there  are  still  $258  million  that  have  to 
be  cut.”  That  assumption  is  not  sound, 
either,  because  the  Secretary  could  easily 
meet  that  problem  and  more  simply  by 
not  making  advance  payments  under  the 
feed  grains  program.  Last  year  these  ad¬ 
vance  payments  came  to  about  $500  mil¬ 
lion.  Presumably  advance  payments,  if 
made,  will  be  at  least  that  high  next 
spring.  By  announcing  as  a  part  of  the 
feed  grains  program  that  advance  pay¬ 
ments  will  not  be  made,  in  other  words, 
that  the  full  payment  will  be  made  as  it 
would  be  ordinarily  expected  to  be  made 
at  harvesttime,  Secretary  Freeman’s  fis¬ 
cal  1969  budget  would  be  relieved  by 
about  $500  million  and  so  would  the 
budget  problems  of  the  executive  branch. 

So  here  is  the  logical  way  out  of  the 
problem  which  would  exist  at  the  level  of 
$258  million.  That  is  why  I  urge  the  at¬ 
tention  of  this  body  to  an  amendment 
which  I  plan  to  offer  at  the  proper  time 
which  would  delete  from  the  language  of 
this  bill  the  exemption  of  the  CCC.  That 
exemption  is  not  needed.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  will  be  able  to  continue  with  all  of 
its  regular  programs  and  will  be  able  to 
meet  all  of  its  obligations  under  contracts 
under  the  loan  and  payment  programs  of 
the  CCC  and  various  commodity  pro¬ 
grams.  By  setting  off  until  next  fall  the 
payment  involved  in  the  usual  advance 
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payment,  the  payment  of  springtime 
money,  as  it  is  often  called,  he  would  be 
able  to  meet  this  fiscal  problem. 

I  might  add  too  that  the  interest  ex¬ 
pense  to  the  taxpayers  of  advanced  pay¬ 
ments  is  not  an  inconsequential  item. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

(Mr.  WHITTEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  other 
information  supplied  me  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  in  addition  to  those  figures  in  the 
letter  from  which  my  colleague,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Illinois,  quoted,  shows  what 
else  would  be  involved  if  we  do  not  give 
relief  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration. 

.  As  I  said  earlier,  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  was  organized  as  a  corpo¬ 
ration  because  it  has  a  specific  respon¬ 
sibility  and  certain  things  it  has  to  do. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  figure  of  $258  mil¬ 
lion  listed  by  the  gentleman  from  Illi¬ 
nois  has  to  do  with  further  reduction  of 
expenditures.  The  facts  I  point  out  are 
in  addition  to  that.  In  addition  to  the 
further  spending  reduction  of  $258  mil¬ 
lion,  FHA  mortgages  in  the  amount  of 
$205  million- would  have  to  be  sold.  A  fur¬ 
ther  reduction  in  Public  Law  480  outlays 
to  the  tune  of  $125  million  would  be  nec¬ 
essary.  Other  parts  of  the  total  of  $907 
million  would  have  to  be  covered  by  the 
sale  of  commodity  credit  notes. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  $258  million 
figure  would  be  only  part  of  the  reduc¬ 
tion  in  expenditures  which  would  be  nec¬ 
essary  if  you  do  not  agree  to  the  relief 
for  these  extra  uncontrollable  expendi¬ 
tures  by  the  Department.  It  would  actu¬ 
ally  result  in  specific  programs  being 
reduced,  which  have  been  approved  by 
the  Congress,  and  for  which  we  have 
given  the  Department  the  responsibility 
of  seeing  that  they  are  carried  out. 

Mr.  Chairman,  when  the  amendment 
is  offered,  we  will  discuss  it  further,  but 
I  thought  it  might  be  well  to  call  to  the 
attention  of  the  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  these  additional  factors  at  this 
time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

CHAPTER  i 

DEPARTMENT  OP  AGRICULTURE 
Consumer  and  Marketing  Service 
FOOD  STAMP  PROGRAM 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Food  stamp 
program”,  $20,000,000:  Provided,  That  addi¬ 
tional  expenditures  resulting  from  amounts 
provided  In  this  paragraph  shall  be  fully 
offset  by  sale  of  notes  held  by  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  or  other  assets  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  to  prevent  further 
expenditure  reductions  against  existing  pro¬ 
grams  pursuant  to  the  Revenue  and  Ex¬ 
penditure  Control  Act  of  1968. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  SMITH  OF 
IOWA 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  Offered  by  Mr.  Smith  of  Iowa: 
On  page  2,  line  8,  delete  “$20,000,000”  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$90,000,000.” 

(Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 


Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
this  amendment  is  rather  simple.  It 
simply  changes  the  figure  from  $20  mil¬ 
lion  to  $90  million. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
count. 

Seventy-three  Members  are  present, 
not  a  quorum.  The  Clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names: 

[Roll  No.  420] 


Abbitt 

Gardner 

Nichols 

Adair 

Giaimo 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

Adams 

Goodling 

Ottinger 

Anderson, 

Gray 

Patman 

Tenn. 

Green,  Pa. 

Pettis 

Asbley 

Griffiths 

Pickle 

Ashmore 

Gross 

Pollock 

AspinaU 

Gurney 

Quie 

Ayres 

Haley 

Railsback 

Baring 

Halleck 

Rarick 

Belcher 

Hammer- 

Reifel 

Bell 

schmidt 

Reinecke 

Berry 

Hanna 

Resnick 

Bow 

Hansen,  Idaho 

Robison 

Brooks 

Harsha 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Brown,  Calif. 

Harvey 

Rosenthal 

Brown,  Ohio 

Hawkins 

Roudebush 

Burke,  Fla. 

Hays 

Roush 

Burton,  Utah 

Hebert 

Ryan 

Bush 

Heckler,  Mass. 

St.  Onge 

Button 

Helstoski 

Schweiker 

Cabell 

Henderson 

Selden 

Carey 

Herlong 

Shipley 

Casey 

Holifield 

Sisk 

Celler 

Hull 

Skubitz 

Clancy 

Hungate 

Slack 

Clark 

Jacobs 

Smith,  Calif. 

Clausen, 

Jones,  Ala. 

Smith,  Okla. 

DonH. 

Jones,  N.C. 

Snyder 

Cleveland 

Kars  ten 

Stafford 

Conn an 

Keith 

Steiger,  Ariz. 

Cowger 

King,  Calif. 

Stratton 

Cunningham 

Kleppe 

SuUivan 

Davis,  Ga. 

Kluczynski 

Teague,  Tex. 

Dawson 

Kupferman 

Tenzer 

Denney 

Laird 

Thompson,  N.  J. 

Dent 

Landrum 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Devine 

Langen 

Tieman 

Dickinson 

McClory 

Tuck 

Diggs 

McEwen 

Tunney 

Dwyer 

McFall 

Utt 

Edwards,  Calif. 

Machen 

Vanik 

Edwards,  La. 

Martin 

Waldie 

Eilberg 

Mathias,  Md. 

Walker 

Erlenbom 

Matsunaga 

Watkins 

Evans,  Colo. 

May 

Whitener 

Everett 

Meeds 

Willis 

Evins,  Tenn. 

Michel 

Wilson,  Bob 

FasceU 

MUler,  Calif. 

WUson, 

Fisher 

Moore 

Charles  H. 

Ford,  Gerald  R. 

Moorhead 

Wright 

Ford, 

Morris,  N.  Mex. 

Wyatt 

William  D. 

Morton 

Wydler 

Fuqua 

Galiflanakis 

Gallagher 

Mosher 

Moss 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Wylie 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  O’Hara  of  Michigan,  Chairman  of  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union,  reported  that  that 
Committee,  having  had  under  considera¬ 
tion  the  bill  H.R.  20300,  and  finding  itself 
without  a  quorum,  he  had  directed  the 
roll  to  be  called,  when  270  Members  res¬ 
ponded  to  their  names,  a  quorum,  and  he 
submitted  herewith  the  names  of  the  ab¬ 
sentees  to  be  spread  upon  the  Journal. 

The  Committee  resumed  its  sitting. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Smith]  is  recognized  for 
5  minutes  in  support  of  his  amendment. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
this  amendment  is  rather  simple,  and 
will  take  only  about  2  minutes  to  explain 
it.  It  deals  with  food  stamps.  The  admin¬ 
istration  had  requested  $90  million  addi¬ 


tional  money  for  food  stamps  and  the 
committee  recommended  $20  million. 
The  committee  also  included  in  this  bill 
a  proviso  to  protect  against  the  $20  mil¬ 
lion  coming  from  other  programs.  They 
did  that  by  requiring  that  certain  notes, 
and  so  forth,  be  sold  to  raise  the  money. 
The  proviso  has  not  changed  so  any 
claim  that  it  might  come  from  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  or  something  else  is  not  well 
grounded. 

The  Senate  committee,  I  am  advised, 
this  afternoon  approved  the  $90  million. 
So  I  hope  we  do  not  get  into  a  big  tussle 
in  the  last  2  or  3  days  of  the  session.  Let 
us  make  it  $90  million,  the  same  as  the 
Senate  did,  and  then  we  will  not  get  hung 
up  on  that. 

When  the  budget  was  made  up  about  a 
year  ago  they  requested  $225  million, 
which  was  the  full  amount  of  the  au¬ 
thorization,  and  then  they  requested  an 
authorization  for  an  additional  $20  mil¬ 
lion,  and  that  is  the  amount  that  was  ap¬ 
propriated  here. 

When  they  estimated  a  need  for  $20 
million,  136  comities  were  waiting  to  get 
into  the  program.  Now  the  situation  has 
changed. 

I  am  not  one  who  blames  the  Congress 
for  the  malnutrition  that  exists  some- 
places.  I  believe  a  major  reason  is  that  a 
lot  of  the  counties  have  not  chosen  to 
participate  so  that  there  are  some  hungry 
people,  because  local  governmental 
bodies  have  not  chosen  to  use  the  Fed¬ 
eral  program  available.  I  do  not  believe 
we  should  blame  the  committee  and  the 
Congress,  like  some  people  have  done. 
But  anyway,  at  the  time  there  were  136 
counties  waiting,  they  assumed  the  $20 
million  would  let  those  counties  in  the 
program. 

But  since  that  time  200  additional 
counties  have  asked  to  come  in.  In  addi¬ 
tion  to  that  they  let  in  80  counties  that 
were  the  poorest  counties  in  the  country, 
out  of  turn,  and  that  has  meant  280 
counties  in  addition  to  the  136. 

I  do  not  believe  that  $90  million  is  too 
high  an  estimate  of  need  for  the  pro¬ 
gram.  If  you  will  figure  it  up  you  will 
discover  that  it  certainly  comes  to  less 
than  $10  per  month  for  these  additional 
eligible  people,  and  I  believe  it  is  probably 
more  likely  $5  per  month. 

Also,  since  that  time  there  has  been 
some  change  with  regard  to  the  1,179 
counties  that  are  already  in  the  pro¬ 
gram.  There  was  a  reduction  in  the 
minimum  that  must  be  paid  for  stamps 
by  those  families — not  persons,  but 
families  that  make  less  than  $70  a  month. 
They  propose  a  reduction  in  the  amount 
they  must  pay  for  their  stamps. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  say  that  I 
believe  a  country  with  as  great  a  capacity 
to  produce  food  as  we  have  ought  to  be 
able  somehow  to  get  food  to  these  poor 
people. 

I  am  a  little  irritated  with  those  who 
would  assume  that  the  farm  program  is 
the  reason  why  these  people  do  not  have 
food.  That  simply  is  not  so.  If  the 
farmers  gave  the  food  away,  these  people 
still  could  not  afford  the  food  since 
it  costs  more  to  process  it,  and  deliver  it 
to  them,  than  they  can  pay. 

But  anyway,  here  are  236  counties  that 
may  have  been  delinquent,  but  they  are 
entitled  to  equal  treatment  with  the 
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counties  that  they  are  next  to.  I  believe 
the  $90  million  ought  to  be  approved;  and 
I  urge  the  adoption  of  the  amendment. 

I  am  setting  forth  lists  of  the  counties 
referred  to  by  category: 

Requests  for  Pood  Stamp  Program 


There  are  135  designated  Food  Stamp  areas 
waiting  to  begin  operations.  It  is  estimated 
that  100  of  these  areas  could  open  in  No¬ 
vember  and  the  remaining  35  in  December 
if  funds  were  made  available  immediately. 
These  135  projects  would  cost  an  estimated 
$15  million  in  fiscal  year  1969. 

Alaska  (6) :  Anchorage,  Dillingham,  Fair¬ 
banks,  Juneau,  Ketchikan,  and  Seward 
areas. 

Arkansas  (3)  :  Columbia,  Garland,  and 
Washington  Counties. 

Colorado  (6) :  Chaffee,  Fremont,  Grand, 
Lake,  Routt,  and  Teller  Counties. 

Georgia  (2)  :  Chatham  and  Polk  Counties. 

Illinois  (35)  :  The  counties  of  Boone,  Bu¬ 
reau,  Carroll,  DeKalb,  DuPage,  Ford,  Fulton, 
Grundy,  Henderson,  Henry,  Jo  Daviess,  Kane, 
Kankakee,  Kendall,  Knox,  Lake,  La  Salle, 
Lee,  Livingston,  Marshall,  McHenry,  McLean, 
Mercer,  Ogle,  Peoria,  Putnam,  Rock  Island, 
Stark,  Stephenson,  Tazewell,  Warren,  White- 
side,  Will,  Winnebago,  and  Woodford. 

Louisiana  (4)  :  The  parishes  of  DeSoto, 
Orleans,  Ouchita,  and  St.  Tammany. 

Maryland  (3)  :  Kent,  St.  Marys,  and  Wor¬ 
cester  Counties. 

Michigan  (22)  :  The  counties  of  Alger, 
Allegan,  Antrim,  Barry,  Benzie,  Branch, 
Clare,  Clinton,  Delta,  Dickinson,  Eaton, 
Genesee,  Grand  Traverse,  Hillsdale,  Isabella, 
Mason,  Muskegon,  Ogemaw,  Saginaw,  School¬ 
craft,  Shiawassee,  and  St.  Joseph. 

Massachusetts  (7)  :  The  cities  of  Boston, 
Cambridge,  Dracut,  Pittsfield,  Quincy,  Revere, 
and  Springfield. 

Minnesota  (4)  :  The  counties  of  Cook,  Le 
Sueur,  Mille  Lacs,  and  Sibley. 

Mississippi  ( 1 )  :  Alcorn  County. 

Montana  (2)  :  Glacier  and  Valley  Counties. 

New  Mexico  (1)  :  Bernalillo  County. 

New  York  (1) :  Schoharie  County. 

North  Carolina  (1)  :  Rockingham  County. 

North  Dakota  ( 1 )  :  Foster  County. 

Ohio  (14)  :  The  counties  of  Ashtabula, 
Delaware,  Fulton,  Gallia,  Greene,  Huron, 
Licking,  Medina,  Noble,  Perry,  Ross,  San¬ 
dusky,  Shelby,  and  Van  Wert. 

Pennsylvania  (9)  :  The  counties  of  Berks, 
Butler,  Cameron,  Centre,  Delaware,  Elk,  Mon¬ 
roe,  Northampton,  and  York. 

South  Dakota  (7)  :  The  counties  of  Beadle, 
Bennett,  Brown,  Codington,  Davison,  Shan¬ 
non,  and  Washabaugh. 

Utah  (2)  :  Salt  Lake  and  San  Juan 
Counties,  •n 

Virginia  (1)  :  Fairfax  County  (including 
cities  of  Falls  Church  and  Fairfax) . 

Washington  (2)  :  King  and  Pierce  Counties. 

Wisconsin  (1)  :  Eau  Claire  County. 

Approximately  200  additional  counties 
which  have  made  requests  for  food  stamp 
program : 

Alabama:  Tuscaloosa  County. 

Arkansas:  Scott  County. 

California:  The  counties  of  Del  Norte, 
Marin,  Monterey,  Sacramento,  Stanislaus! 
and  Tehama. 

Colorado:  Ouray  and  San  Miguel  Coun¬ 
ties. 


Connecticut:  The  Welfare  Districts 
Bridgeport  Welfare,  Middletown  Welfa: 
Norwich  Welfare,  Stamford  Welfare  ai 
Torrington  Welfare. 

Georgia:  Dooly,  Newton,  and  Wile 
Counties. 

Indiana:  The  counties  of  Blackfoi 
Brown,  Sullivan,  Warren,  Grant,  Huntin 
ton,  Wayne,  Dearborn,  and  St.  Joseph. 

Iowa:  The  counties  of  Fremont,  Wort 
Bremer,  Muscatine,  Monroe,  Polk,  Boor 
Webster,  Adair,  Page,  Louisa,  Poweshie 
Black  Hawk,  and  Mills. 

Kansas:  Leavenworth  and  Johnson  Cou 
ties. 


Kentucky:  The  counties  of  Bracken,  Chris¬ 
tian,  Edmonson,  Fulton,  Hart,  Lewis,  McLean, 
Metcalfe,  Owen,  and  Boone. 

Louisiana:  The  parishes  of  Bienville,  East 
Feliciana,  Jackson,  Jefferson,  Lafourche,  Lin¬ 
coln,  Morehouse,  Sabine,  St.  Bernard,  Tangi¬ 
pahoa,  Webster,  and  West  Baton  Rouge. 

Maryland :  Cecil  County. 

Michigan:  The  counties  of  Baraga,  Cal¬ 
houn,  Cass,  Ionia,  Livingston,  Marquette, 
Mecosta,  Menominee,  Montcalm,  Presque 
Isle,  and  Tuscola. 

Minnesota:  The  counties  of  Brown,  Meek¬ 
er,  Norman,  Steele,  Waseca,  Stevens,  and 
Grant. 

Mississippi:  The  counties  of  Pearl  River, 
Rankin,  Sharkey,  Tippah,  and  Adams. 

Montana:  The  counties  of  Hill,  Missoula, 
Musselshell,  Richland,  and  Mineral. 

Nebraska:  The  counties  of  Madison,  Mc¬ 
Pherson,  Lincoln,  Logan,  Webster,  Hayes, 
Frontier,  Furnas,  Hitchcock,  Richardson, 
Adams,  Washington,  Dundy,  Blaine,  Thomas, 
Chase,  Hooker,  Wayne,  and  Otoe. 

New  Jersey:  The  couities  of  Essex,  Hunter¬ 
don,  Morris,  and  Somerset. 

New  Mexico:  Los  Alamos  County. 

New  York:  Dutchess  County,  City  of 
Poughkeepsie,  and  Ulster  County. 

North  Carolina:  The  counties  of  Catawba, 
Davie,  Iredell,  McDowell,  Pitt,  Richmond,  and 
Robeson. 

North  Dakota:  The  counties  of  Divide, 
Renville,  Adamas,  Griggs,  Nelson,  Stutsman, 
and  Pembina. 

Pennsylvania :  The  counties  of  Forest,  Lan¬ 
caster,  Warren,  Franklin,  Pike,  Chester,  Cum¬ 
berland,  Lebanon,  Lehigh,  Bucks,  and  Mont¬ 
gomery. 

Rhode  Island:  The  counties  of  Providence, 
Newport,  Bristol,  Kent,  and  Washington. 

South  Dakota:  The  counties  of  Hanson, 
Miner,  Hyde,  Clark,  Day,  Gregory,  Hughes, 
Roberts,  Spink,  McCook,  Perkins,  Charles 
Mix,  Douglas,  Edmunds,  Aurora,  Lincoln 
Lake,  Walworth,  Haakon,  Jackson,  Minne¬ 
haha,  Turner,  and  McPherson. 

Tennessee:  The  counties  of  Henderson, 
Bradley,  White,  Carter,  Rhea,  Hamblen,  and 
Maury. 

Texas :  Harris  County. 

Virginia:  The  cities  of  Hampton,  Rich¬ 
mond,  and  Virginia  Beach. 

Wisconsin:  The  counties  of  Buffalo,  La¬ 
crosse,  and  Iowa. 


Food  Stamp  Projects  in  Operation,  Septem¬ 
ber  1968,  and  Dates  Opened 
( Total  number  of  projects:  1,179  in  42  States 
and  the  District  of  Columbia) 

(Note. — This  report  is  based  upon  the  Ad¬ 
ministrative  unit  of  “project  area.”  Project 
areas  are  not  comparable  to  the  “county 
universe”  used  by  the  Planning  and  Evalua¬ 
tion  Staff.) 

ALABAMA  (19) 

Barbour  County,  August  15,  1968. 

Bullock  County,  June  1,  1967. 

Choctaw  County,  April  1,  1968. 

Clarke  County,  August  15,  1968. 

Dallas  County,  March  1,  1967. 

Greene  County,  January  3,  1967. 

Hale  County,  September  1,  1967. 

Houston  County,  April  16,  1968. 

Jefferson  County,*  March  11,  1963. 

Lamar  County,  March  1,  1967. 

Mobile  County,  August  1,  1968. 

Montgomery  County,  August  1,  1968. 

Perry  County,  October  2,  1967. 

Pickens  County,  March  1,  1968. 

Pike  County,  March  11,  1968. 

Russell  County,  April  15,  1968. 

Sumter  County,  April  1,  1968. 

Walker  County,*  May  6,  1963. 

Washington  County,  January  3,  1968. 

ALASKA  (3) 

Bethel  Area,  July  15,  1968. 

Kotzebue  Area,  July  15,  1968. 

Nome  Area,1  August  19,  1968. 


Footnotes  at  end  of  article. 
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ARKANSAS  (51) 

Arkansas  County,  April  5, 1966. 

Ashley  County,  March  4,  1968. 

Boone  County,  May  9,  1967. 

Bradley  County,  November  17,  1966. 
Calhoun  County,  August  12,  1968. 

Chicot  County,  March  5,  1968. 

Conway  County,  November  3,  1965. 
Crawford  County,  July  3,  1968. 

Craighead  County,  November  15,  1966. 
Crittenden  County,  May  4,  1966. 

Cross  County,  February  8,  1967. 

Dallas  County,  March  7,  1967. 

Desha  County,  March  6,  1968. 

Drew  County,  April  4,  1967. 

Faulkner  County,  November  4,  1965. 

Grant  County,  April  1,  1968. 

Greene  County,  March  2,  1967. 

Hempstead  County,  August  1,  1968. 
Independence  County,*  April  2, 1963. 

Izard  County,  December  22,  1966. 

Jackson  County,  April  1,  1968. 

Jefferson  County,  December  20,  1966. 
Johnson  County,  March  1,  1967. 

Lafayette  County,  April  2,  1968. 

Lawrence  County,  April  1, 1968. 

Lee  County,  November  16,  1966. 

Lincoln  County,  December  22,  1966. 

Little  River  County,  July  11,  1968. 

Logan  County,  August  5,  1968. 

Lonoke  County,  December  1,  1965. 

Marion  County,  May  10,  1967. 

Miller  County,  July  10,  1968. 

Mississippi  County,  May  3,  1966. 

Monroe  County,  November  5,  1965. 

Ouachita  County,  April  5,  1967. 

Perry  County,  November  2,  1965. 

Phillips  County,  May  4,  1965. 

Poinsett  County,  February  7,  1967. 

Polk  County,  July  9,  1968. 

Pope  County,  August  7,  1968. 

Prairie  County,  December  2,  1965. 

Pulaski  County,  March  2,  1965. 

Randolph  County,  July  12,  1968. 

St.  Francis  County,  June  1,  1966. 

Saline  County,  March  8,  1967. 

Sebastian  County,  April  4,  1968. 
Sevier-County,  March  1,  1968. 

Sharp  County,  August  15,  1968. 

Stone  County,  August  8,  1968. 

Union  County,  August  12,  1968. 

Yell  County,  August  6,  1968. 

CALIFORNIA  (11) 

Alameda  County,  August  1,  1968. 

Contra  Costa  County,  December  1,  1965. 
Humboldt  County*,  March  1,  1963. 
Lassen  County,  April  1,  1968. 

Los  Angeles  County,  December  16,  1965. 
Modoc  County,  April  3,  1967. 

San  Francisco  County,  September  1,  1966. 
San  Mateo  County,  April  18,  1967. 

Santa  Clara  County,  March  1,  1967. 
Shasta  County,  April  1,  1968. 

Sonoma  County,  June  1,  1967. 

COLORADO  (43) 

Adams  County,  May  4,  1965. 

Alamosa  County,  May  3,  1966. 

Arapahoe  County,  February  1,  1966. 
Archuleta  County,  April  18,  1967. 

Bent  County,  February  8,  1967. 

Boulder  County,  December  16,  1966. 
Cheyenne  County,  April  8,  1968. 

Clear  Creek  County,  May  6,  1965. 

Conejos  County,  May  5,  1966. 

Costilla  County,  May  4,  1966. 

Crowley  County,  December  20,  1966. 

Custer  County,  January  4,  1967. 

Delta  County,  March  2,  1967. 

Denver  County,  March  2,  J.965. 

Dolores  County,  April  21,  1967. 

Elbert  County,  December  5,  1966. 

El  Paso  County,  March  4,  1968. 

Garfield  County,  March  1,  1967. 

Gilpin  County,  May  7,  1965. 

Gunnison  County  =,  March  3,  1967. 
Hinsdale  County,  March  3,  1967. 

Huerfano  County,  December  1,  1965. 
Jefferson  County,  May  5,  1965. 

Kiowa  County,  April  9,  1968. 

Kit  Carson  County,  April  10,  1968. 

La  Plata  County,  April  2,  1968. 
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Larimer  County,  January  IX,  1967. 

Las  Animas  County,  December  2,  1965. 
Lincoln  County,  April  11,  1968. 

Logan  County,  February  2,  1967. 

Mesa  Coimty,  January  6,  1967. 

Mineral  County 3,  June  7,  1966. 
Montezuma  County,  April  3,  1968. 
Montrose  County,  March  7,  1968. 
Morgan  County,  April  25,  1967. 

Otero  County,  December  9,  1966. 
Phillips  County,  February  2,  1967. 
Prowers  County,  February  10,  1967. 
Pueblo  County,  December  1965. 

Rio  Grande  County,  November  2,  1965. 
Saguache  County,  July  15,  1968. 
Sedgwick  County,  April  5,  1968. 
Washington  County,  February  7,  1967. 
Weld  County,  January  12,  1967. 
Yuma  County,  May  9,  1967- 

CONNECTICUT  (3) 

Hartford  District,  November  1,  1967. 
New  Haven,  District,  November  1,  1967. 
Waterbury  District,  June  1,  1965. 

DISTRICT  OP  COLUMBIA  (1) 

District  of  Columbia,  July  1,  1965. 

GEORGIA  (75) 

Baldwin  County,  July  1,  1968. 

Ben  Hill  County,  August  8,  1968. 

Berrien  County,  July  3,  1967. 

Bibb  County,  November  1, 1965. 

Bleckley  County,  April  1,  1968. 

Burke  County,  January  3,  1967. 

Calhoun  County,  April  1,  1968. 

Carroll  County,  April  1,  1968. 

Catoosa  County,  April  1,  1968. 

Charlton  County,  May  2,  1966. 

Clinch  County,  May  2,  1966. 

Colquitt  County,  May  1,  1967. 

Coweta  County,  June  1,  1967. 

Crisp  County,  August  1,  1968. 

Dawson  County,  April  1,  1968. 

Decatur  County,  Augst  15,  1968. 

Dodge  Coimty,  July  1,  1968. 

Dougherty  County,  April  3,  1967. 
Echols  County,  May  2,  1966. 

Elbert  County,  July  1, 1968. 

Fayette  County,  April  1, 1968. 

Forsyth  County,  July  1,  1968. 

Gilmer  County,  July  1,  1968. 

Gordon  County,  July  8,  1968. 

Grady  County,  April  3,  1967. 

Greene  County,  April  3,  1967. 
Habersham  County,  April  1,  1968. 

Hall  Coimty,  July  1,  1965. 

Hancock  County,  January  5,  1967. 
Hart  County,  July  1,  1968. 

Heard  County,  March  1,  1968. 

Houston  County,  January  3,  1967. 
Jasper  County,  August  6,  1968. 

Jenkins  County,  August  7,  1968. 
Johnson  County,  August  16,  1968. 

Jones  County,  August  1,  1968. 

Lamar  County,  April  1,  1968. 

Lanier  County,  March  1,  1968. 

Laurens  County,  August  12,  1968. 

Lee  County,  July  5,  1968. 

Lincoln  Coimty,  August  13,  1968. 
Lowndes  County,  May  2,  1966. 

Lumpkin  County,  October  1,  1965. 
McDuffie  County,  August  1,  1968. 
Madison  County,  July  8,  1968. 
Meriwether  County,  March  1,  1968. 
Mitchell  County,  April  1,  1966. 

Morgan  County,  July  3,  1968. 

Oconee  County,  August  15,  1968. 
Oglethorpe  County,  July  11,  1968. 
Peach  Coimty,  July  11,  1968. 

Pickens  County,  July  8,  1968. 

Pierce  County,  April  1,  1968. 

Pike  County,  July  1,  1968. 

Pulaski  County,  January  3,  1967. 
Putnam  County,  April  1,  1968. 

Rabum  County,  April  1, 1965. 
Richmond  County,  January  5,  1967. 
Seminole  County,  April  1,  1968. 
Spalding  County,  March  1,  1968. 
Stephens  County,  April  1,  1965. 
Taliaferro  County,  January  3,  1967. 
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Thomas  County,  May  2,  1966. 

Tift  County,  April  1,  1968. 

Toombs  County,  July  1,  1968. 

Towns  County,  July  1,  1968. 

Treutlen  Coimty,  April  1,  1968. 

Twiggs  County,  April  1,  1968. 

Walton  County,  July  1, 1968. 

Warren  County,  August  13,  1968. 
Washington  County,  January  3,  1967. 
Wheeler  County,  April  1,  1968. 

White  County,  July  1,  1968. 

Wilkes  County,  August  16,  1968. 

Upson  County,  September  3,  1968. 

HAWAII  (4) 

Hawaii  County,  April  3,  1967. 

Honolulu  County,  April  12,  1966. 

Kauai  County,  November  1,  1966. 

Maui  County,  November  2, 1966. 

ILLINOIS  (67) 

Adams  County,  June  2,  1967. 

Alexander  County,  May  3,  1966. 

Bond  County,  April  4,  1967. 

Brown  County,  June  2,  1967. 

Calhoun  County,  January  5, 1967. 

Cass  County,  June  6  ,1967. 

Champaign  County,  February  6,  1967. 
Christian  County,  June  6, 1967. 

Clark  County,  February  6,  1967. 

Clay  County,  January  6,  1967. 

Clinton  County,  January  6, 1967. 

Coles  County,  February  6,  1967. 

Cook  County,  April  1,  1965. 

Crawford  County,  January  6,  1967. 
Cumberland  County,  February  6,  1967. 
DeWitt  County,  February  7,  1967. 

Douglas  County,  February  7,  1967. 

Edgar  County,  February  8,  1967. 

Edwards  County,  January  10,  1967. 
Effingham  County,  February  8, 1967. 
Fayette  County,  January  10,  1967. 
Franklin  County,*  July  10,  1961. 

Gallatin  County,  June  8, 1966. 

Greene  County,  January  10,  1967. 
Hamilton  County,  June  9,  1966. 

Hancock  County,  June  9,  1967. 

Hardin  County,  June  10,  1966. 

Iroquois  County,  February  10,  1967. 
Jackson  County,  May  11,  1966. 

Jasper  County,  January  12,  1967. 

Jefferson  County,  May  11,  1966. 

Jersey  County,  January  12,  1967. 

Johnson  County,  May  11,  1966. 

Lawrence  County,  January  16,  1967. 

Logan  County,  June  14,  1967. 

Macon  County,  February  15,  1967. 
Macoupin  County,  January  17,  1967. 
Madison  County,  December  16,  1965. 
Marion  County,  January  18,  1967. 

Mason  County,  June  16,  1967. 

Massac  County,  May  17,  1966. 

McDonough  County,  June  16,  1967. 
Menard  County,  June  19,  1967. 

Monroe  County,  January  19,  1967. 
Montgomery  County,  January  19,  1967. 
Morgan  County,  June  20,  1967. 

Moultrie  County,  February  20, 1967. 

Perry  County,  January  19, 1967. 

Piatt  County,  February  20,  1967. 

Pike  County,  June  21,  1967. 

Pope  County,  May  20,  1966. 

Pulaski  County,  May  23,  1966. 

Randolph  County,  January  23,  1967. 
Richland  County,  January  23, 1967. 

St.  Clair  County,  December  3,  1965. 

Saline  County,  December  21,  1965 
Sangamon  County,  June  22,  1967. 
Schuyler  County,  June  23,  1967. 

Scott  County,  June  23,  1967. 

Shelby  County,  February  24,  1967. 

Union  County,  May  25,  1966. 

Vermilion  County,  February  27, 1967. 
Wabash  County,  January  26, 1967. 
Washington  County,  January  27, 1967. 
Wayne  County,  January  27,  1967. 

White  County,  May  27,  1966. 

Williamson  County,  December  28,  1965. 

INDIANA  (20) 

Bartholomew  County,  December  1,  1966. 
Daviess  County,  May  1, 1967. 

Floyd  County,  May  2,  1966. 


Gibson  County,  November  1,  1965. 
Harrison  County,  March  1,  1965. 

Howard  County,  February  1,  1968. 

Knox  County,  May  2,  1966. 

Lake  County,  June  1,  1966. 

Madison  County,  January  3,  1967. 

Marion  County,  May  2,  1966. 

Marshall  County,  March  1,  1968. 

Perry  County,  March  1,  1965. 

Pike  County,  November  1,  1965. 

Posey  County,  April  1,  1965. 

Putnam  County,  December  1,  1966. 
Spencer  County,  March  1,  1965. 
Switzerland  County,  December  1,  1966. 
Tipton  County,  December  1,  1966. 
Vanderburgh  County,*  April  1,  1963. 
Warrick  County,  November  1,  1965. 

IOWA  (75) 

Adams  Coimty,  January  5,  1967. 
Appanoose  County,  December  6,  1965. 
Audubon  County,  March  15,  1968. 

Benton  County,  January  9,  1967. 

Buena  Vista  County,  May  4,  1967. 

Butler  County,  December  19,  1966. 
Calhoun  County,  November  7,  1966. 

Carroll  County,  April  8,  1968. 

Cass  County,  April  4,  1968. 

Cerro  Gordo  County,  December  15,  1966. 
Cherokee  County,  April  3,  1968. 

Clarke  County,  November  7,  1966. 

Clay  County,  May  8,  1967. 

Clayton  County,  March  6,  1968. 

Clinton  County,  March  5,  1968. 

Dallas  County,  December  12,  1966. 

Davis  County,  November  7,  1966. 

Decatur  County,  April  6,  1966. 

Delaware  County,  August  12,  1968. 

Des  Moines  County,  January  9,  1967. 
Dickinson  County,  May  5,  1967. 

Dubuque  County,  April  1,  1966. 

Emmet  County,  May  4,  1967. 

Floyd  County,  April  9,  1968. 

Franklin  County,  December  5,  1966. 
Greene  County,  December  6,  1966. 

Grundy  County,  December  14,  1966. 
Guthrie  County,  December  5,  1966. 
Hamilton  County,  December  5,  1966. 
Hancock  County,  April  4,  1968. 

Hardin  County,  February  6,  1967. 

Harrison  County,  January  4,  1967. 

Henry  County,  January  13,  1967. 

Howard  County,  March  5,  1968. 

Humboldt  County,  May  5,  1967. 

Ida  County,  November  8,  1966. 

Jackson  County,  March  4,  1968. 

Jasper  County,  December  12,  1966. 
Jefferson  County,  May  4,  1967. 

Johnson  County,  December  6,  1966. 

Jones  County,  March  7,  1968. 

Kossuth  County,  May  4,  1967. 

Lee  County,  January  11,  1967. 

Linn  County,  May  8,  1967. 

Lucas  County,  December  2,  1965. 

Lyon  County,  August  14,  1968. 

Madison  County,  December  5,  1966. 
Marion  County,  March  5,  1968. 

Marshall  County,  December  5,  1966. 
Mitchell  County,  March  6,  1968. 

Monona  County,  November  9,  1966. 
Montgomery  County,  March  3,  1967. 
O’Brien  County,  April  4,  1966. 

Osceola  County,  April  9,  1968. 

Palo  Alto  County,  May  3,  1967. 

Plymouth  County,  November  15,  1966. 
Pocahontas  County,  April  3,  1968. 
Pottawattamie  County,  February  6,  1967. 
Ringgold  County,  May  2,  1967. 

Sac  County,  April  8,  1968. 

Scott  County,  December  5,  1966. 

Shelby  County,  March  13,  1968. 

Sioux  County,  November  9,  1966. 

Story  County,  May  1,  1967. 

Tama  County,  January  10,  1967. 

Taylor  County,  January  5,  1967. 

Union  County,  January  17,  1967. 

Van  Buren  County,  April  5,  1966. 
Wapello  County,  November  7,  1966. 
Warren  County,  January  3,  1967. 
Washington  County,  January  10,  1967. 
Wayne  County,  December  6,  1965. 
Winnebago  County,  April  5,  1968. 
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Woodbury  County,  April  4,  1966. 

Wright  County,  April  8,  1968. 

KANSAS  (7) 

Atchison  County,  March  4,  1968. 

Bourbon  County,  May  4,  1965. 

Cherokee  County,  May  6,  1965. 

Crawford  County,  April  1,  1965. 

Greenwood  County,  April  4,  1968. 

Labette  County,  April  5,  1966. 

Wilson  County,  December  2,  1966. 

KENTUCKY  (52) 

Adair  County,  December  1,  1966. 

Allen  County,  April  3,  1967. 

Bath  County,  November  1,  1966. 

Bell  County,  March  7,  1966. 

Breathitt  County,  February  1,  1965. 

Butler  County,  May  1,  1967. 

Campbell  County,  December  1,  1966. 

Carter  County,  November  1,  1966. 

Casey  County,  November  1,  1966. 

Clark  County,  November  1,  1966. 

Clay  County,  March  7,  1966. 

Clinton  County,  November  1,  1966. 
Cumberland  County,  December  1,  1966. 
Elliott  County,  April  1,  1966. 

Estill  County,  November  1,  1966. 

♦Floyd  County,  June  1,  1961. 

Grant  County,  May  1,  1967. 

Harlan  County,  November  8,  1965. 
Hickman  County,  June  1,  1967. 

Jackson  County,  May  2,  1966. 

Jefferson  County,  December  1,  1966. 
Johnson  County,  February  1, 1965. 

Kenton  County,  June  1,  1967. 

Knott  County*,  December  3,  1962. 

Knox  County,  May  2,  1966. 

Laurel  County,  December  1, 1966. 

Lee  County,  October  4, 1965. 

Leslie  County,  March  1, 1965. 

Letcher  County,  March  1, 1965. 

Lincoln  County,  November  1,  1966. 

Logan  County,  December  1, 1966. 

Magoffin  County,  March  1,  1965. 

Martin  County,  February  1,  1965. 

McCreary  County,  December  1,  1966. 
Menifee  County,  March  7,  1966. 

Montgomery  County,  November  1,  1966. 
Morgan  County,  October  4,  1965. 
Muhlenberg  County,  December  1, 1966. 
Owsley  County,  February  1, 1965. 

Perry  County*,  March  4, 1963. 

Pike  County,  November  8, 1965. 

Powell  County,  May  1, 1967. 

Pulaski  County,  December  1,  1966. 
Rockcastle  County,  May  2,  1966. 

Rowan  County,  June  5,  1967. 

Russell  County,  November  1,  1966. 

Shelby  County,  May  1,  1967. 

Simpson  County,  December  1,  1966. 

Todd  County,  December  1,  1966. 

Wayne  County,  November  7,  1966. 

Whitley  County,  December  1,  1966. 

Wolfe  County,  October  4,  1965. 

LOUISIANA  (35) 

Acadia  Parish,  February  2,  1965. 

Allen  Parish,  April  11,  1967. 

Assumption  Parish,  November  2,  1965. 
Avoyelles  Parish  * ,  March  1,  1963. 
Beauregard  Parish,  April  18,  1967. 

Caddo  Parish,  August  7,  1968. 

Calcasieu  Parish,  December  1, 1965. 

Caldwell  Parish,  April  5,  1966. 

Cameron  Parish,  March  15,  1967. 

Concordia  Parish,  May  15, 1967. 

East  Baton  Rouge  Parish,  January  11,  1967. 
East  Carroll  Parish,  July  15,  1968. 
Evangeline  Parish*,  January  17,  1963. 
Franklin  Parish,  December  7,  1966. 

Iberia  Parish,  May  3,  1966. 

Iberville  Parish,  April  6,  1966. 

Jefferson  Davis  Par.,  May  4,  1966. 

'Lafayette  Parish,  December  1,  1965. 

Madison  Parish,  August  8,  1968. 
Natchitoches  Par.,  April  6,  1965. 

Pointe  Coupee  Par.,  March  4,  1965. 

Rapides  Parish,  July  22,  1968. 

Red  River  Par.,  January  10,  1967. 
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Richland  Parish,  December  7, 1966. 

St.  Helena  Parish,  March  5, 1968. 

St.  James  Parish,  March  1, 1966. 

St.  John  the  Baptist  Parish,  June  1,  1966. 
St.  Landry  Parish,  March  2,  1965. 

St.  Martin  Parish,  May  4, 1965. 

Tensas  Parish,  May  9,  1967. 

Union  Parish,  March  7,  1968. 

Vermilion  Parish,  May  4,  1965. 

Vernon  Parish,  April  2,  1968. 

West  Carroll  Parish,  May  10,  1967. 

Winn  Parish,  April  6,  1965. 

MAINE  (1) 

Androscoggin  County,  June  17,  1966. 

MARYLAND  (16) 

Allegany  County,  June  7,  1966. 

Anne  Arundel  County,  February  7,  1966. 
Baltimore  City,  October  3,  1967. 

Baltimore  County,  July  11, 1966. 

Caroline  County,  January  12, 1967. 

Carroll  County,  April  16,  1968. 

Charles  County,  December  12,  1966. 
Dorchester  County,  July  12,  1965. 

Frederick  County,  April  16,  1968. 

Garrett  County,  June  10,  1966. 

Montgomery  County,  April  9,  1968. 

Prince  Georges  County,  February  14,  1967. 
Queen  Annes  County,  November  16,  1965. 
Somerset  County,  March  14,  1968. 

Talbot  County,  October  13,  1966. 
Wicomico  County,  August  16,  1968. 

MICHIGAN  (21) 

Berrien  County,  June  1,  1967. 

Crawford  County,  June  1,  1967. 

Gogebic  County,  May  17,  1965. 

Gratiot  County,  June  15,  1967. 

Houghton  County,  June  3,  1965. 

Huron  County,  April  1,  1968. 

Ingham  County,  September  18,  1967. 

Iron  County,  May  2,  1967. 

Jackson  County,  June  5,  1967. 

Kalamazoo  County,  June  1,  1967. 

Keweenaw  County,  March  7,  1967. 

Lapeer  County,  March  1,  1967. 

Macomb  County,  December  1,  1965. 
Mackinac  County,  June  19, 1967. 

Monroe  County,  April  17,  1967. 

Oakland  County,  December  1,  1965. 
Ontonagon  County,  March  3, 1967. 

St.  Clair  County,  December  1, 1965. 

Van  Buren  County,  May  1, 1967. 

Washtenaw  Country,  April  10,  1967. 

Wayne  County,4  July  1,  1965. 

MINNESOTA  (44) 

Aitkin  County,  December  5,  1966. 

Anoka  County,  January  3,  1967. 

Becker  County,  May  2,  1966. 

Beltrami  County,  December  1,  1965. 

Benton  County,  January  4,  1967. 

Big  Stone  County,  June  2,  1966. 

Blue  Earth  County,  May  3,  1967. 

Carlton  County,*  March  4,  1963. 

Carver  County,  June  5,  1967. 

Cass  County,  June  5,  1967. 

Chippewa  County,  December  2,  1966. 
Chisago  County,  March  7,  1967. 

Crow  Wing  County,  June  1, 1966. 

Dakota  County,  January  3, 1967. 

Hennepin  County,  August  2,  1966. 

Hubbard  County,  May  2,  1966. 

Itasca  County,*  June  7,  1961. 

Kandiyohi  County,  May  2,  1966. 

Kittson  County,  April  4,  1968. 

Koochiching  County,  April  1,  1965. 

Lac  Qui  Parle  County,  May  2,  1966. 

Lake  County,  April  1,  1965. 

Lake  of  the  Woods  County,  August  2,  1968. 
Lincoln  County,  August  7,  1968. 

Marshall  County,  April  3,  1968. 

Murray  County,  August  8,  1968. 

Nobles  County,  April  4,  1968. 

Otter  Tail  County,  January  5,  1967. 
Pennington  County,  April  4,  1968. 

Pine  County,  December  5,  1966. 

Pipestone  County,  January  4,  1967. 

Polk  County,  January  6,  1967. 

Ramsey  County,  July  1,  1965. 

Red  Lake  County,  April  5,  1968. 

Redwood  County,  July  3,  1968. 


October  9,  1968 

Renville  County,  January  1, 1967. 

Roseau  County,  January  9,  1967. 

St.  Louis  County,*  June  5,  1961. 

Steams  County,  January  3,  1966. 

Swift  County,  June  2,  1966. 

Washington  County,  January  5,  1967. 
Wright  County,  January  3, 1967. 

Yellow  Medicine  County,  May  4,  1967. 
Wadena  County,#  September  4,  1968. 

MISSISSIPPI  (43) 

Attala  County,  January  3,  1967. 

Bolivar  County,  March  1,  1967. 

Chickasaw  County,  September  1,  1965. 
Claiborne  County,  April  3,  1967. 

Clay  County,  July  5,  1966. 

Coahoma  County,  November  1,  1965. 
Covington  County,  April  3,  1967. 

De  Soto  County,  February  1,  1967. 

Forrest  County,  April  4,  1966. 

Grenada  County,  April  3,  1967. 

Harrison  County,  July  1,  1965. 

Hinds  County,  April  1,  1968. 

Holmes  County,  June  5,  1967. 

Humphreys  County,  August  1,  1968. 
Itawamba  County,  August  1,  1968. 

Jackson  County,  April  3,  1967. 

Jasper  County,  August  5,  1968. 

Jefferson  Davis  County,  August  1,  1967. 
Jones  County,  July  1,  1965. 

Lee  County,  January  3,  1967. 

Leflore  County,  February  1,  1967. 

Lamar  County,  May  1,  1967. 

Lincoln  County,  May  1,  1967. 

Lowndes  County,  September  1,  1965. 
Madison  County,  October  1,  1965. 

Marion  County,  January  3,  1967. 

Monroe  County,  June  1,  1967. 

Montgomery  County,  August  1,  1968. 
Oktibbeha  County,  June  1,  1967. 

Panola  County,  January  3,  1967. 

Pike  County,  January  3,  1967. 

Prentiss  County,  August  1,  1968. 

Quitman  County,  February  1,  1967. 

Scott  County,  June  5, 1967. 

Simpson  County,  August  1,  1968. 

Sunflower  County,  June  1, 1967. 
Tallahatchie  County,  February  1,  1967. 
Tunica  County,  April  3,  1967. 

Union  County,  August  1,  1968. 

Warren  County,  February  1,  1967. 
Washington  County,  March  1,  1967. 
Yalobusha  County,  February  1, 1967. 

Yazoo  County,  January  3,  1967. 

MISSOURI  (1) 

City  of  St.  Louis,*  January  2,  1963. 

MONTANA  (5) 

Cascade  County,  December  1,  1965. 

Deer  Lodge  County,  April  1,  1966. 

Lewis  &  Clark  County,  March  1,  1968. 
Lincoln  County,  April  1,  1968. 

Silver  Bow  County,*  June  1,  1961. 

NEBRASKA  (45) 

Antelope  County,  March  16,  1967. 

Arthur  County,5  March  9,  1967. 

Banner  County,0  May  2,  1966. 

Boone  County,  December  7,  1966. 

Boyd  County,  February  15,  1967. 

Buffalo  County,  December  5,  1966. 

Butler  County,  April  21,  1967. 

Cedar  County,  May  10,  1967. 

Clay  County,  January  12, 1967. 

Cuming  County,  February  7,  1967. 

Custer  County,  November  1,  1966. 

Dakota  County,  February  7,  1967. 

Dawson  County,  April  6,  1967. 

Dixon  County,  March  13,  1968. 

Dodge  County,  April  25,  1968. 

Douglas  County,  January  3,  1967. 

Franklin  County,  January  13,  1967. 

Gage  County,  December  7,  1966. 

Garfield  County,7  April  4,  1968. 

Gosper  County,  March  26,  1968. 

Greeley  County,  April  1,  1968. 

Hall  County,  December  5,  1966. 

Harlan  County,  March  28,  1968. 

Holt  County,  December  29,  1966. 

Howard  County,  March  26,  1968. 

Johnson  County,  August  28,  1968. 

Kearney  County,  April  7, 1967. 
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October  9,  1968 

Keith  County,  November  1,  1966. 

Lancaster  County,  June  1,  1966. 

Loup  County,  April  4,  1968. 

Merrick  County,  February  6,  1968. 

Morrill  County,  June  1,  1966. 

Nance  County,  August  29,  1968. 

Nemaha  County,  November  1,  1966. 

Pawnee  County,  August  29,  1968. 

Phelps  County,  April  10,  1968. 

Pierce  County,  March  5,  1968. 

Bock  County,  February  28,  1967. 

Sarpy  County,  April  4,  1966. 

Saunders  County,  November  1,  1965. 

Scotts  Bluff  County,  May  2,  1966. 

Sheridan  County,  May  2,  1966. 

Sherman  County,  August  28,  1968. 

Stanton  County,  April  2,  1968. 

Thayer  County,  August  27,  1968. 

Valley  County,  August  27,  1968. 

Wheeler  County,  August  29,  1968. 

York  County,  November  1,  1966. 

NEW  JERSEY  (13) 

Atlantic  County,  May  2,  1967. 

Bergen  County,  February  1,  1967. 

Camden  County,  February  1,  1967. 

Cape  May  County,  April  1,  1968. 
Cumberland  County,  August  1,  1968. 
Hudson  County,  August  1,  1968. 

Mercer  County,  June  1,  1966. 

Middlesex  County,  April  1,  1968. 

Ocean  County,  May  1,  1968. 

Passaic  County,  June  1,  1967. 

Salem  County,  December  1,  1966. 

Union  County,  June  1,  1967. 

Warren  County,  March  1,  1968. 

NEW  MEXICO  (20) 

Chaves  County,  April  1,  1966. 

Colfax  County,  December  1,  1965. 

Curry  County,  June  1,  1966. 

DeBaca  County,  March  2,  1967. 

Eddy  County,  May  2,  1966. 

Guadalupe  County,  February  1,  1967. 
Harding  County,  November  2,  1965. 

Lea  County,  May  2,  1966. 

Lincoln  County,  March  7,  1967. 

Mora  County,*  June  3,  1963. 

Otero  County,  March  1, 1967. 

Quay  County,  November  2,  1965. 

Rio  Arriba  County,  March  2,  1965. 

Roosevelt  County,  June  1,  1966. 

Sandoval  County,  April  1,  1965. 

San  Miguel  County,*  June  5,  1961. 

Santa  Fe  County,*  June  3,  1963. 

Taos  County,  March  2,  1965. 

Torrance  County,  February  1,  1967. 

Union  County,  December  1,  1965. 

NEW  YORK  (7) 

Cattaraugus  County,  May  1,  1967. 

City  of  Jamestown,  June  1,  1967. 

Clinton  County,  June  1,  1967. 

Erie  County  Welfare  District,  February  1, 
1966. 

Niagara  County,  April  3,  1967. 

Wayne  County,  June  1,  1967. 

Wyoming  County,  April  3,  1967. 

NORTH  CAROLINA  (28) 

Anson  County,  August  1,  1968. 

Bertie  County,  November  1,  1965. 

Bladen  County,  March  1,  1968. 

Brunswick  County,  April  1,  1968. 

Cabarrus  County,  December  12,  1966. 
Chatham  County,  May  16,  1966. 

Chowan  County,  November  1,  1965. 
Cleveland  County,  January  3,  1967. 

Dare  County,  November  15,  1966. 

Durham  County,  December  1,  1966. 

Forsyth  County,  March  1,  1965. 

Franklin  County,  March  4,  1966. 

Granville  County,  April  1,  1966. 

Greene  County,  April  1,  1968. 

Halifax  County,  March  1,  1965. 

Harnett  County,  January  3,  1967. 

Lee  County,  April  1,  1966. 

Martin  County,  March  1,  1965. 

Moore  County,  April  1,  1966. 

Nash  County,  August  1,  1968. 

New  Hanover  County,  December  1, 1966. 
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Northampton  County,  March  1, 1965. 
Orange  County,  May  2,  1966. 

Person  County,  May  2,  1966. 

Scotland  County,  December  1,  1966. 
Surry  County,  March  1,  1965. 

Union  County,  March  1,  1968. 

Warren  County,  July  10,  1968. 

NORTH  DAKOTA  (32) 

Barnes  County,  March  4,  1968. 

Benson  County,  August  19,  1968. 

Billings  County,8  March  6,  1968. 
Bottineau  County,  March  4,  1968. 
Cavalier  County,  April  3,  1967. 

Dickey  County,  April  3,  1968. 

Dunn  County,  March  4,  1968. 

Emmons  County,  April  4,  1967. 

Golden  Valley  County. 

Grant  County,  August  8,  1968. 

Hettinger  County,  March  4,  1968. 

Kidder  County,  March  5,  1968. 

La  Moure  County,  March  4,  1968. 
Logan  County,  March  4,  1968. 

McHenry  County,  March  6,  1968. 
McIntosh  County,  August  5,  1968. 
McLean  County,  February  5,  1968. 

Mercer  County,  August  1, 1968. 

Morton  County,  December  1,  1966. 
Burke  County,#  September  30,  1968. 
Mountrail  County,  March  4, 1968. 

Oliver  County,  April  4,  1967. 

Pierce  County,  April  5,  1967. 

Ransom  County,  April  4,  1968. 

Richland  County,  April  4,  1968. 

Sargent  County,  April  3,  1968. 

Sheridan  County,  February  5,  1968. 
Sioux  County,  August  5,  1968. 

Stark  County,  March  5,  1968. 

Steele  County,  April  4,  1968. 

Towner  County,  April  5,  1967. 

Traill  County,  April  3,  1968. 

Williams  County,  April  4, 1968. 

OHIO  (49) 

Allen  County,  December  1,  1966. 

Ashland  County,  January  3,  1967. 

Athens  County,  November  1, 1966. 
Belmont  County,  February  1, 1967. 
Butler  County,  April  2,  1968. 

Carroll  County,  February  1,  1967. 

Clark  County,  December  1,  1966. 
Clermont  County,  December  1,  1965. 
Columbiana  County,  December  1, 1966. 
Coshocton  County,  February  1, 1967. 
Crawford  County,  April  1,  1968. 
Cuyahoga  County*,  May  1,  1963.  , 

Erie  County,  March  1,  1968. 

Franklin  County,  January  3,  1968. 
Geauga  County,  April  1,  1968. 

Guernsey  County,  February  6,  1967. 
Hamilton  County,  April  1,  1965. 
Hardin  County,  March  1,  1968. 

Harrison  County,  December  1,  1966. 
Hocking  County,  March  1,  1968. 
Holmes  County,  December  1,  1966. 
Jefferson  County,  December  1,  1966. 
Knox  County,  February  1,  1967. 

Lake  County,  November  1,  1966. 
Lawrence  County,  November  1,  1966. 
Logan  County,  March  1,  1968. 

Lorain  County,  December  1,  1966. 

Lucas  County  *,  December  3,  1962. 
Mahoning  County,  May  2,  1966. 

Marion  County,  April  3,  1968. 

Meigs  County,  April  15,  1968. 

Miami  County,  April  1,  1967. 

Monroe  County,  February  1,  1967. 
Montgomery  County,  June  1,  1966. 
Morgan  County,  November  1,  1966. 
Muskingun  County,  March  1,  1967. 
Ottawa  County,  March  1,  1968. 

Portage  County,  March  1,  1968. 
Richland  County,  November  1,  1966. 
Scioto  County,  June  3,  1966. 

Stark  County,  May  2,  1966. 

Summit  County,  May  2,  1966. 

Trumbull  County,  December  1,  1966. 
Tuscarawus  County,  December  1,  1966. 
Vinton  County,  August  1,  1968. 
Washington  County,  January  3,  1967. 
Wayne  County,  January  3,  1967. 

Wood  County,  April  1,  1968. 

Wyandot  County,  March  1,  1968. 


OREGON  (I) 

Multnomah  County*,  December  3,  1962. 

PENNSYLVANIA  (40) 

Allegheny  County9,  April  1,  1965  . 
Armstrong  County,  February  1,  1967. 
Beaver  County,  June  1,  1967. 

Blair  County,  February  1,  1967. 

Bradford  County,  June  1,  1966. 

Cambria  County*,  March  1,  1963. 

Clarion  County,  February  1,  1967. 
Clearfield  County,  May  3,  1965. 

Clinton  County,  January  3,  1967. 
Columbia  County,  May  1,  1967. 

Crawford  County,  February  1,  1967. 
Dauphin  County,  January  3,  1967. 

Erie  County,  June  1,  1967. 

Fayette  County*,  June  1,  1961. 

Greene  County,  May  3,  1965. 

Huntingdon  County,  April  1,  1966. 
Indiana  County,  May  3,  1965. 

Jefferson  County,  February  1,  1967. 
Juniata  County,  May  1,  1967. 

Lackawana  County,  April  1,  1966. 
Lawrence  County,  June  1,  1967.  , 

Luzerne  County*,  October  1, 1962. 
Lycoming  County,  June  1,  1967. 

McKean  County,  June  1,  1966. 

Mercer  County,  June  1, 1967. 

Mifflin  County,  June  1,  1966. 

Montour  County,  May  1,  1967. 
Northumberland  County,  January  3,  1967. 
Perry  County,  June  1,  1967. 

Philadelphia  County,  May  2, 1966. 

Potter  County,  June  1,  1966. 

Somerset  County,  May  3,  1965. 

Sullivan  County,  January  3,  1967. 
Susquehanna  County,  January  3,  1967. 
Tioga  County,  June  1,  1966. 

Venango  County,  February  1,  1967. 
Washington  County,  June  1, 1966. 

Wayne  County,  May  1,  1967. 
Westmoreland  County,  June  1, 1967. 
Wyoming  County,  January  3,  1967. 

RHODE  ISLAND  (6) 

City  of  Central  Falls,  September  1, 1966. 
City  of  East  Providence,  April  1,  1968. 

City  of  Newport,  April  1,  1968. 

City  of  Pawtucket,  September  1,  1966. 
City  of  Providence,  November  16,  1965. 
City  of  Woonsocket,  September  1, 1966. 

SOUTH  CAROLINA  (46) 

Abbeville  County,  June  1,  1967. 

Aiken  County#,  September  5,  1968. 
Allendale  County,  July  1,  1968. 

Anderson  County# ,  September  17,  1968. 
Bamberg  County,  July  8,  1968. 

Barnwell  County,  July  1, 1968. 

Beaufort  County,  February  1,  1967. 
Berkeley  County,  July  1,  1968. 

Calhoun  County,  July  1,  1968. 

Charleston  County#,  September  3,  1968. 
Cherokee  County,  July  1,  1968. 

Chester  County,  July  23,  1968. 

Chesterfield  County,  March  18,  1968. 
Clarendon  County,  July  1,  1968. 

Colleton  County,  July  1,  1968. 

Darlington  County,  August  15,  1967. 
Dillon  County,  June  1,  1965. 

Dorchester  County,  July  1,  1968. 

Edgefield  County,  November  15,  1966. 
Fairfield  County,  August  15,  1968. 
Florence  County,  March  18,  1968. 
Georgetown  County,  July  8,  1968. 
Greenville  County# ,  September  3,  1968. 
Greenwood  County#,  September  9,  1968. 
Hampton  County,  July  1,  1968. 

Horry  County,  July  1,  1968. 

Jasper  County,  October  2,  1967. 

Kershaw  County,  August  1,  1968. 
Lancaster  County#,  September  9,  1968. 
Laurens  County,  April  3,  1967. 

Lee  County,  April  1,  1966. 

Lexington  County#,  September  4,  1968. 
Marion  County,  September  1,  1967. 
Marlboro  County,  April  1,  1968. 
McCormick  County,  March  15,  1966. 
Newberry  County,  July  1,  1968. 

Oconee  County,  July  1,  1968. 

Orangeburg  County,  July  1, 1968. 
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Pickens  County  #,  September  9,  1968. 
Richland  County  #,  September  3, 1968. 
Saluda  County,  July  1,  1968. 

Spartanburg  County  #,  September  3,  1968. 
Sumter  County,  August  1, 1968. 

Union  County,  March  17,  1967. 
Williamsburg  County,  April  1,  1966. 

York  County,  December  13,  1965. 

SOUTH  DAKOTA  (5) 

Corson  County,  August  5,  1968. 

Dewey  County,  August  20,  1968. 
Hutchinson  County,  August  5,  1968. 
Pennington  County,  April  4,  1968. 

Ziebach  County,  August  20,  1968. 

TENNESSEE  (73) 

Anderson  County,  May  2,  1966. 

Bedford  County,  March  1,  1968. 

Bledsoe  County,  November  1,  1966. 
Blount  County,  April  1,  1968. 

Campbell  County,  February  1,  1965. 
Cannon  County,  November  1,  1966. 
Chester  County,  November  1,  1966. 
Claiborne  County,  February  1,  1965. 

Clay  County,  June  1,  1967. 

Cocke  County,  November  1,  1966. 

Coffee  County,  May  1, 1967. 

Crockett  County,  March  4,  1968. 
Cumberland  County,  April  1,  1968. 
Davidson  County,  April  1,  1968. 

DeKalb  County,  May  1, 1967. 

Dickson  County,  March  1,  1968. 

Dyer  County,  November  1,  1965. 

Fayette  County,  April  1,  1965. 

Fentress  County,  December  1,  1966. 
Franklin  County,  March  4,  1968. 

Giles  County,  March  1,  1968. 

Grainger  County,  May  1,  1967. 

Grundy  County  *,  June  10, 1963. 

Hamilton  County  *,  June  10,  1963. 
Hancock  County,  April  7,  1966. 

Hardin  County,  December  1,  1966. 
Hawkins  County,  March  1, 1968. 

Haywood  County,  April  1, 1965. 

Henry  County,  November  1, 1966. 

Hickman  County,  May  1,  1967. 

Houston  County,  March  7,  1968. 
Humphreys  County,  March  1,  1968. 
Jackson  County,  May  1, 1967. 

Johnson  County,  March  1,  1968. 

Knox  County,  December  1,  1966. 

Lake  County,  May  2,  1966. 

Lauderdale  County,  November  1, 1965. 
Lawrence  County,  November  7, 1966. 

Lewis  County,  August  2,  1968. 

Lincoln  County,  March  1, 1968. 

Loudon  County,  May  1,  1967. 

Macon  County,  November  1,  1966. 

Marion  County  *,  June  10,  1963. 

McMinn  County,  May  9,  1967. 

McNairy  County,  May  2,  1966. 

Meigs  County,  November  1,  1966. 

Monroe  County,  March  4,  1968. 
Montgomery  County,  March  5,  1968. 

Moore  County,  March  1,  1968. 

Morgan  County,  November  1  ,1966. 

Obion  County,  May  1,  1967. 

Overton  County,  June  5,  1967. 

Perry  County,  March  1,  1968. 

Pickett  County,  November  1,  1966. 

Polk  County,  March  5,  1968. 

Putnam  County,  June  1,  1967. 

Roane  County,  April  1,  1968. 

Rutherford  County,  November  1,  1966. 
Scott  County,  February  1,  1965. 
Sequatchie  County*,  June  10,  1963. 

Sevier  County,  December  1,  1966. 

Shelby  County,  February  1,  1966. 

Smith  County,  November  1,  1966. 

Sullivan  County,  April  1,  1968. 

Sumner  County,  November  1,  1966. 

Tipton  County,  April  1,  1966. 

Trousdale  County,  November  1,  1966. 
Unicoi  County,  April  1,  1968. 

Van  Buren  County,  May  1,  1967. 

Warren  County,  March  1,  1968. 

Wayne  County,  May  1,  1967. 

Weakley  County,  November  1, 1966. 
Wilson  County,  November  1, 1966. 
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TEXAS  (11) 

Bexar  County,  July  1, 1968. 

Brewster  County,  March  15,  1967. 

Culberson  County,  March  6, 1967. 

El  Paso  County,  December  6, 1966. 

Hudspeth  County,  March  7, 1967. 

Jeff  Davis  County,  March  13,  1967. 

Pecos  County,  March  9,  1967. 

Presidio  County,  March  14,  1967. 

Red  River  County,  April  11,  1967. 

Tarrant  County,  October  1, 1965. 

Terrell  County,  March  8,  1967. 

UTAH  (26) 

Beaver  County,  February  3, 1967. 

Box  Elder  County,  November  1,  1965. 

Cache  County,  December  1,  1965. 

Carbon  County,  June  2,  1966. 

Daggett  County 10,  Feburary  1,  1968. 

Davis  County,  January  3,  1966. 

Duchesne  County,  April  4,  1966. 

Emery  County,  June  2,  1966. 

Garfield  County,  November  1,  1966. 

Grand  County,  April  3,  1967. 

Iron  County,  February  7,  1967. 

Juab  County,  December  1,  1966. 

Kane  County,  November  1, 1966. 

Millard  County,  December  1, 1966. 

Morgan  County,  November  9,  1965. 

Piute  County,  November  1, 1966. 

Rich  County,  December  1, 1965. 

Sanpete  County,  December  1,  1966. 

Sevier  County,  January  3, 1967. 

Summit  County,  March  2,  1967. 

Tooele  County,  March  2,  1967. 

Uintah  County,  May  3,  1967. 

Utah  County,  June  1,  1966. 

Wasatch  County,  March  2, 1967. 

Washington  County,  February  3,  1967. 
Wayne  County,  January  3, 1967. 

Weber  County,  June  1,  1965. 

VERMONT  (12) 

Bennington  Welfare  District,  July  1,  1968. 
Brattleboro  Welfare  District,  July  1,  1968. 
Burlington  Welfare  District,  July  1,  1968. 
Hartford  Welfare  District,  July  1,  1968. 
Middlebury  Welfare  District,  July  1,  1968. 
Montpelier  Welfare  District,  July  1,  1968. 
Morrisville  Welfare  District,  July  1,  1968. 
Newport  Welfare  District,  October  2,  1967. 
Rutland  Welfare  District,  July  1,  1968. 

St.  Albans  Welfare  District  (Franklin 
County,  Grand  Isle  County,  Lamoille 
County),  November  1,  1965. 

St.  Johnsbury  Welfare  District,  October  2, 
1967. 

Springfield  Welfare  District,  July  1,  1968. 

VIRGINIA  (25) 

Amelia  County,  August  1,  1968. 

Caroline  County,  August  1,  1968. 

Charles  City  County,  August  5, 1968. 
Chesapeake  City,  November  15,  1966. 

City  of  Bristol,  March  4,  1966. 

City  of  Danville,  June  1,  1966. 

City  of  Norfolk,  April  11,  1966. 

Dickenson  County,*  March  4,  1963. 
Dinwiddie  County,  August  16,  1968. 

Essex  County,  August  2,  1968. 

Goochland  County,  August  9,  1968. 

Grayson  County,  August  1,  1968. 

Highland  County,  August  2,  1968. 

Lee  County,*  March  5,  1963. 

Madison  County,  August  2,  1968. 
Mechlenburg  County,  August  1,  1968. 
Middlesex  County,  August  5,  1968. 
Northumberland  County,  August  7,  1968. 
Smyth  County,  August  7,  1968. 
Southampton  County,  August  1,  1968. 
Tazewell  County,  August  1,  1968. 
Washington  County.  August  2,  1968. 
Westmoreland  County,  August  6,  1968. 

Wise  County,*  February  1,  1963. 

Wythe  County,  August  1,  1968. 

WASHINGTON  (37) 

Adams  County,  January  3,  1967. 

Asotin  County,  January  3,  1967. 

Benton  County,  April  1,  1966. 

Chelan  County,  May  1,  1967. 

Clallam  County,  December  1,  1966. 

Clark  County,  November  1,  1966. 
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Columbia  County,  January  3,  1967. 

Cowlitz  County,  December  1,  1966. 

Douglas  County,  May  1,  1967. 

Ferry  County,  April  3,  1967. 

Franklin  County,  April  1,  1966. 

Garfield  County,  January  3,  1967. 

Grant  County,  May  1,  1967. 

Grays  Harbor  County,*  September  3,  1963. 
Jefferson  County,  December  1,  1966. 

Island  County,  June  1,  1967. 

Kitsap  County,  December  1,  1966. 

Kittitas  County,  May  1,  1967. 

Klickitat  County,  November  1,  1966. 

Lewis  County,  November  1,  1966. 

Lincoln  County,  January  3,  1967. 

Mason  County,  December  1,  1966. 

Okanogan  County,  April  3,  1967. 

Pacific  County,  November  1,  1965. 

Pend  Oreille  County,  April  3,  1967. 

San  Juan  County,  June  1,  1967. 

Skagit  County,  June  1,  1967. 

Skamania  County,  November  1,  1966. 
Snohomish  County,  June  1,  1967. 

Spokane  County,  March  1,  1968. 

Stevens  County,  April  3,  1967. 

Thurston  County,  November  2,  1965. 
Wahkiakum  Cty.,  December  1, 1966. 

Walla  Walla  Cty.,  January  3,  1967. 
Whatcom  County,  June  1, 1967. 

Whitman  County,  January  3, 1967. 

Yakima  County,  April  1,  1966. 

WEST  VIRGINIA  (55) 

Barbour  County,  January  3,  1967. 

Berkeley  County,  April  1, 1968. 

Boone  County,  October  1,  1965. 

Braxton  County,  May  2,  1966. 

Brooke  County,  May  1,  1967. 

Cabell  County,  January  3,  1967. 

Calhoun  County,  January  3,  1967. 

Clay  County,  November  1, 1965. 

Doddridge  County,  January  3, 1967. 

Fayette  County,  October  1, 1965. 

Gilmer  County,  January  3,  1967. 

Grant  County,  April  1,  1968. 

Greenbrier  Cty.,  May  2,  1966. 

Hampshire  Cty.,  April  1,  1963. 

Hancock  County,  May  1,  1967. 

Hardy  County,  April  1,  1968. 

Harrison  County,  January  3,  1967. 

Jackson  County,  January  3,  1967. 

Jefferson  County,  April  1,  1968. 

Kanawha  County,  November  1,  1965. 

Lewis  County,  January  3,  1967. 

Lincoln  County,  November  1,  1965. 

Logan  County*.  November  1,  1962. 

Marion  County,  January  3,  1967. 

Marshall  County,  May  1,  1967. 

Mason  County,  January  3,  1967. 

McDowell  County*,  May  29,  1961. 

Mercer  County,  May  2,  1966. 

Mineral  County,  April  1,  1968. 

Mingo  County*,  November  1,  1962. 
Monongalia  Cty.,  January  3,  1967. 

Monroe  County,  May  2,  1966. 

Morgan  County,  April  1,  1968. 

Nicholas  County,  May  2,  1966. 

Ohio  County,  May  1,  1967. 

Pendleton  County,  January  3,  1967. 
Pleasants  County,  May  1,  1967. 

Pocahontas  County,  January  3, 1967. 
Preston  County,  January  3, 1967. 

Putnam  County,  January  3, 1967. 

Raleigh  County,  October  1,  1965. 

Randolph  County,  January  3,  1967. 

Ritchie  County,  May  1,  1967. 

Roane  County  ^January  3,  1967. 

Summers  County,  May  2, 1966. 

Taylor  County,  January  3,  1967. 

Tucker  County,  January  3, 1967. 

Tyler  County,  May  1,  1967. 

Upshur  County,  January  3,  1967. 

Wayne  County*,  November  1, 1962. 

Webster  County,  November  1,  1965. 

Wetzel  County,  May  1,  1967. 

Wirt  County,  January  3,  1967. 

Wood  County,  January  3,  1967. 

Wyoming  County,  May  2,  1966. 

WISCONSIN 

Adams  County,  April  17,  1967. 

Bayfield  County,  April  1,  1968. 
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Burnett  County,  May  2,  1966. 

Columbia  County,  April  1,  1968. 

Crawford  County,  December  6,  1965. 

Door  County,  February  3,  1967. 

Douglas  County*,  November  1,  1962. 

Dunn  County,  May  2,  1966. 

Forest  County,  April  3,  1967. 

Grant  County,  December  1,  1965. 

Green  County,  April  1,  1968. 

Iron  County*,  March  1,  1963. 

Kewaunee  County,  February  1,  1967. 
Lafayette  County,  December  1,  1965. 
Langlade  County,  March  1,  1965. 

Marinette  County,  April  3,  1967. 

Milwaukee  County,  January  3,  1966. 
Monroe  County,  April  1,  1968. 

Oneida  County,  April  3,  1967. 

Pepin  County,  May  2,  1966. 

Pierce  County,  May  2,  1966. 

Price  County,  March  1,  1965. 

Richland  County,  April  1,  1968. 

Rusk  County,  December  5,  1966. 

St.  Croix  County,  December  5,  1966. 
Trempealeau  County,  April  7,  1967. 

Vernon  County,  December  1,  1966. 
Waukesha  County,  May  2, 1966. 

WYOMING 

Albany  County,  January  3,  1967. 

Big  Horn  County,  March  1,  1966. 

Campbell  County,  April  20,  1965. 

Carbon  County,  December  1,  1965. 

Converse  County,  December  1,  1966. 

Crook  County,  November  1,  1966. 

Fremont  County,  April  20,  1965. 

Goshen  County,  December  1, 1966. 

Hot  Springs  County,  November  1,  1966. 
Johnson  County,  April  20,  1965. 

Laramie  County,  January  3,  1967. 

Lincoln  County,  April  20, 1965. 

Natrona  County,  November  1, 1965. 
Niobrara  County,  December  1, 1966. 

Park  County,  November  1,  1966. 

Platte  County,  January  3,  1967. 

Sheridan  County,  March  1,  1966. 

Sublette  County,  April  20,  1965. 

Sweetwater  County,  April  1,  1966. 

Teton  County,  April  20,  1965. 

Uinta  County,  April  1,  1966. 

Washakie  County,  November  1,  1966. 
Weston  County,  April  20,  1965. 

FOOTNOTES 

•Pilot  Projects. 

#  Changes  since  last  report. 

1  Includes  Cities  of  Nome,  Teller  and 
Brevig  Mission  (12-1-65). 

2  Combined  with  Hinsdale  County. 

3  Combined  with  Rio  Grande  County. 
‘Includes  City  of  Detroit  Pilot  Project  (7- 

5-61 ) . 

6  Arthur  and  Keith  Counties  combined. 

0  Banner  and  Scotts  Bluff  Counties  com¬ 
bined. 

7  Garfield  and  Loup  Counties  combined. 

8  Billings  and  Golden  Valley,  N.  Dak.,  com¬ 
bined. 

9  Includes  City  of  Pittsburgh  Pilot  Project 
(3-1-63). 

i°  Daggett  and  Wintah  Counties  combined. 

Mr.  FEIGHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  FEIGHAN.  I  commend  the  gen¬ 
tleman.  I  agree  with  him  wholeheart¬ 
edly,  and  hope  that  the  amendment  will 
be  accepted. 

[Mr.  FEIGHAN  further  addressed  the 
Committee.  His  remarks  will  appear 
hereafter  in  the  Extensions  of  Remarks.] 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  I  thank  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  REID  of  New  York.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York. 


Mr.  REID  of  New  York.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding.  I  rise  in  support 
of  the  amendment  of  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  to  the  supplemental  appropriation 
bill  to  increase  the  additional  funding 
for  the  food  stamp  program  from  $20 
million  to  the  full  authorization  of  $90 
million. 

With  nearly  10  million  people  in  this 
affluent  Nation  of  ours  suffering  from  in¬ 
adequate  diets,  it  is  an  inexcusable  trav¬ 
esty  of  social  and  economic  justice  that 
this  body  can  even  think  of  shortchang¬ 
ing  perhaps  the  best  food  program  we 
have.  I  have  been  advised  by  Secretary 
Freeman’s  office  that  the  $20  million  ap¬ 
propriation  can  only  fund  the  program 
at  its  present  operating  level.  Without  the 
increased  funding,  135  counties  whose 
applications  for  participation  in  the  food 
stamp  program  have  been  approved,  will 
have  to  continue  with  the  far  less  ade¬ 
quate  commodity  distribution  program  or 
must  suffer  with  no  program  at  all. 

In  addition,  it  is  my  understanding 
Secretary  Freeman  intends  with  the  in¬ 
creased  funding  proposed  by  this  amend¬ 
ment  to  lower  the  stamp  prices  for  the 
desperately  impoverished  and  to  increase 
the  amount  of  food  that  may  be  pur¬ 
chased  by  a  given  dollar  amount  of 
stamps.  Finally,  it  is  contemplated  that 
most  of  the  200  counties  with  applica¬ 
tions  pending  before  the  Department 
could  be  accommodated  with  full 
funding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  what  this  means  in 
plain  statistics  is  that  with  the  present 
level  of  funding  over  1  million  persons 
will  be  denied  participation  in  the  food 
stamp  program  and  many  more  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  receive  inadequate  coverage 
under  the  existing  program  due  to  their 
inability  to  purchase  stamps  with  little 
or  no  cash  income. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  this  body  to 
respond  favorably  to  the  amendment.  So 
long  as  people  go  hungry  in  America,  we 
are  indeed  shirking  our  responsibility  as 
representatives  of  all  the  people.  The  $70 
million  increase  that  we  are  calling  for  in 
the  food  stamp  program  is  hardly  the 
cost  of  a  reservoir  or  a  dam  under  the 
public  works  program.  The  time  has 
come  to  halt  the  inhuman  treatment  of 
so  many  poor  Americans,  and  to  respond 
to  this  top  priority  demand  of  feeding 
the  hungry. 

(Mr.  REID  of  New  York  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
rGmarks  ) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

This  is  not  an  easy  subject  to  deal  with 
because  one  who  attempts  to  do  so  often 
is  misquoted  and  misunderstood.  As 
chairman  of  this  committee,  I  have  in¬ 
vestigated  every  claim  of  hunger  and 
starvation  that  has  ever  been  made  by 
Senators,  doctors,  or  others.  I  have  gone 
about  it  on  an  individual  basis. 

This  food  stamp  plan  has  such  an  ap¬ 
peal,  particularly  this  close  to  the  com¬ 
ing  presidential  election,  that  it  is  mighty 
hard  to  stop,  look,  and  listen  to  be  sure 
that  in  our  speed  we  do  not  destroy  that 
in  which  we  believe. 

Your  Committee  on  Appropriations 
provided  in  the  regular  bill  for  1969  the 
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full  amount  of  the  budget  and  authoriza¬ 
tion,  $225  million.  At  that  time  $20  mil¬ 
lion  extra  was  requested  as  soon  as  it 
was  authorized.  That  $20  million  is  in 
this  bill  before  the  House  today. 

In  addition,  when  the  last  authoriza¬ 
tion  bill  passed,  no  notice  was  taken  of 
the  extra  $50  million  which  we  agreed 
on  in  our  regular  appropriation  bill  on 
August  8.  The  Department  as  of  now 
has  not  been  able  to  digest  fully  this  $50 
million,  which  was  made  available  over 
and  above  the  amount  requested  in  the 
1969  budget.  I  offered  this  motion  for 
$50  million  in  the  conference  on  the  reg¬ 
ular  bill.  At  that  time  we  wrote  into  the 
bill,  so  there  could  be  no  misunderstand¬ 
ing,  or  no  reason  for  anyone  to  fail  to 
get  that  which  they  needed,  the  follow¬ 
ing  language : 

(b)  additional  direct  distribution  or  other 
programs,  without  regard  to  whether  such 
area  is  under  the  food  stamp  program  or  a 
system  of  direct  distribution,  to  provide,  in 
the  immediate  vicinity  of  their  place  of  per¬ 
manent  residence,  either  directly  or  through 
a  State  or  local  welfare  agency,  an  adequate 
diet  to  other  needy  children  and  low-income 
persons  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  be  suffering,  through  no  fault  of 
their  own,  from  general  and  continued  hun¬ 
ger  resulting  from  insufficient  food. 

So  I  say  to  you  that  of  the  $90  mil¬ 
lion  in  the  increased  amendment  before 
you,  in  the  last  few  weeks  your  commit¬ 
tee  gave  $50  million  in  the  regular  bill 
to  meet  the  same  problem.  Under  this 
action,  there  is  no  reason  for  any  person 
in  the  United  States  to  go  hungry. 

But  let  me  describe  to  you  briefly  an¬ 
other  thing  that  is  involved.  When  a 
new  county  enters  the  program,  the 
county  must  raise  the  money  for  about 
half  of  the  cost  of  going  out  to  see  who 
needs  to  come  under  this  program.  Fur¬ 
ther,  you  have  got  to  go  out  and  educate 
the  merchants  or  else  you  will  be  throw¬ 
ing  your  money  down  a  hole. 

Here  are  some  of  the  comments  we 
have  received  where  we  have  pushed  too 
fast  to  get  a  program  going.  If  the 
merchants  accept  the  stamps  for  some¬ 
thing  other  than  food,  they  lose  their 
right  to  operate.  There  were  473  such 
violations  in  the  southeast  district  in 
the  period  1967. 

In  another  case,  one  person  acted  as 
a  proxy  for  969  recipients  and  purchased 
food  stamp  coupons  having  a  value  of 
$53,129,  for  which  he  paid  $36,892  and 
received  bonus  coupons  valued  at  $16,237. 
The  coupons  were  never  in  the  posses¬ 
sion  of  any  of  the  recipients  and  were 
redeemed  by  a  local  store. 

I  grant  you  all  of  these  new  counties 
would  like  to  have  this  program,  but  I 
feel  certain  that  the  Department  has  not 
had  an  opportunity  to  make  certain  that 
they  have  raised  their  part  of  the  cost. 

Further,  the  legislatures  are  not  in 
session  in  any  State  that  I  know  of  and 
cannot  provide  additional  funds. 

I  repeat,  the  committee  has  gone  along 
with  the  full  amount  of  the  1969  budget 
for  this  program.  To  this  we  added  $50 
million  from  section  32  funds,  for  which 
we  get  no  credit  against  the  $90  million 
estimate.  We  have  given  the  $20  million 
originally  advocated  or  recommended  in 
the  1969  budget  whenever  it  was  au- 
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thorized.  So  we  are  in  effect  providing  a 
$50  million  program  on  the  terms  and 
conditions  I  have  discussed.  We  have  $20 
million  in  this  bill,  which  provides  $70 
million  of  the  $90  million.  That  is  just 
about  as  fast  as  we  should  proceed  with¬ 
out  hurting  the  program. 

SUBSTITUTE  AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY 
MR.  NATCHER 

Mr.  NATCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
a  substitute  for  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Smith]  . 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Natcher  as  a 
substitute  for  the  amendment  offered  by 
Mr.  Smith  of  Iowa:  On  page  2,  line  8,  strike 
“$20  million”  and  insert  “$40  million”. 

Mr.  NATCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
budget  requested  for  fiscal  year  1969, 
which  was  contained  in  the  regular  ap¬ 
propriations  bill  for  agriculture  appro¬ 
priations  as  it  passed  the  House  several 
months  ago,  included  $225  million  for 
the  food  stamp  program.  In  addition  to 
this  amount,  we  authorized  in  this  bill, 
Mr.  Chairman,  an  additional  $20  million. 
In  addition  to  the  $20  million  authorized, 
we  also  carried  authorization  for  $50 
million  from  section  32  funds,  which 
can  be  used  in  any  county,  either  on 
commodity  or  food  stamp  progam.  The 
$20  million  contained  in  the  supplemen¬ 
tal,  plus  the  $50  million,  plus  the  $20 
million  in  the  substitute  that  the  Clerk 
has  just  read,  makes  a  total  of  $90  mil¬ 
lion.  That  is  the  amount  that  is  requested 
by  the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
Iowa. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  call  to 
the  attention  of  the  Members  of  the 
House  that  in  the  regular  1969  appro¬ 
priation  bill  for  the  different  food  dis¬ 
tribution  programs  in  the  Department 
of  Agriculture,  we  had  in  the  special  milk 
fund  for  fiscal  year  1969  the  sum  of 
$104  million.  In  addition  to  that,  Mr. 
Chairman,  we  had  in  the  school  lunch 
program  for  fiscal  year  1969  the  sum  of 
$242,800,000.  In  addition  to  that,  in  the 
food  stamp  program  for  fiscal  year  1969, 
we  have  $225,000,000  in  the  regular  bill. 
Donations  to  schools,  institutions,  and 
welfare  cases,  makes  a  total  of  $446,- 
700,000.  In  addition  to  that,  there  was 
added  in  conference  the  sum  of  $45 
million. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  figures  I  have  just 
read  to  the  Members  of  this  committee 
total  $1,063,500,000  for  the  food  distri¬ 
bution  program  in  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  for  fiscal  year  1969. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  substitute,  as  I  just 
pointed  out  to  the  Members  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee,  provides  for  an  additional  $20 
million.  This  $20  million,  added  to  the 
$20  million  that  is  in  the  supplemental 
appropriation  bill,  makes  $40  million. 
In  addition  to  that,  we  provided  in  the 
regular  appropriation  bill  for  fiscal  year 
1969  $50  million  of  section  32  funds,  to 
be  used  as  I  explained.  That  gives  us 
a  total  of  $90  million  that  is  set  forth 
in  the  amendment  offered  by  my  good 
friend,  the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
Iowa. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  the  adoption  of 
the  substitute  amendment. 


Mr.  COHELAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
1969  supplemental  appropriations  bill  is, 
in  many  ways,  grossly  inadequate. 

As  even  the  great  conservative  Mr. 
Edmund  Burke  said: 

Economy  is  a  distributive  virtue,  and  con¬ 
sists  not  in  saving  but  in  selection.  Parsi¬ 
mony  requires  no  providence,  no  sagacity,  no 
powers  of  combination,  no  comparison,  no 
judgment.  ^ 

In  this  appropriations  bill,  I  fear  we 
have  many  examples  of  parsimony  and 
only  a  few  of  true  economy. 

True,  this  bill  appropriates  $53  million 
for  acquisition  of  a  Redwood  National 
Park  in  California.  I  am  pleased  to  see 
prompt  action  being  taken  to  carry  out 
the  legislation  that  was  signed  less  than 
a  week  ago.  It  would  be  my  hope  that  all 
parties  concerned  would  proceed  with 
similar  speed  so  that  we  can  obtain  the 
full  appropriation  next  year. 

What  is  wrong  with  this  bill  is  that  it 
does  not  appropriate  enough  in  other 
areas. 

It  provides  only  a  fifth  of  the  contract¬ 
ing  authority  requested  to  get  the  home- 
ownership  and  rental  housing  assistance 
programs  underway. 

It  provides  only  $20  million  of  the  $90 
million  newly  authorized  for  food  stamps. 

It  provides  only  $1  million  of  the  $7 
million  requested  to  enforce  the  new 
open  housing  law. 

It  provides  only  half  the  sum  asked  to 
administer  the  new  pipeline  safety  law. 

It  provides  only  $5  million  of  the  $19 
million  requested  for  juvenile  delin¬ 
quency  prevention  and  control. 

It  provides  no  money  for  the  study  of 
consumer  credit  authorized  by  the  truth- 
in-lending  law. 

In  sum,  this  bill  denies  fulfillment  to 
some  of  the  best  legislation  we  passed 
this  year. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  cast  their  votes 
in  support  of  the  legislation  we  passed 
earlier.  I  ask  their  votes  to  restore  these 
cuts. 

In  particular  I  remind  my  colleagues 
that  there  is  hunger  in  this  country,  and 
there  is  no  need  that  there  be  hungry 
people  in  this  country.  We  can  help  to 
remedy  this  situation  by  appropriating 
the  full  $90  million  for  food  stamps. 

I  also  remind  my  colleagues  that  the 
housing  program  we  created  this  year  is 
the  most  imaginative  and  far  reaching 
program  we  enacted  this  year.  It  holds 
the  promise  of  bringing  the  pride  and 
dignity  and  responsibility  of  homeown- 
ership  to  thousands  of  Americans  who 
thought  they  would  never  have  the 
chance.  To  raise  the  hopes  of  these  people 
by  passing  the  authorizing  legislation 
and  then  failing  to  appropriate  the 
necessary  funds  is  to  hoodwink  the  needy. 
This  we  can  and  should  not  do. 

The  National  Association  of  Home¬ 
builders  met  yesterday  and  unanimously 
adopted  a  resolution  urging  full  funding 
of  these  new  housing  assistance  pro¬ 
grams.  Here  the  interests  of  needy  people, 
the  Government  and  private  enterprise 
all  merge.  What  more  is  necessary  to  get 
this  program  started. 

At  this  point  in  the  Record  I  would 
like  to  insert  a  letter  and  resolution  from 
the  homebuilders. 


October  9,  1968 

National  Association  of 

Home  Builders, 

Washington,  D.C.,  October  8, 1968, 
Hon.  Jeffery  Cohelan, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Cohelan:  Yesterday  at  a  meet¬ 
ing  in  Atlantic  City  of  the  Board  of  Di¬ 
rectors  of  the  National  Association  of  Home 
Builders,  at  which  over  500  Directors  were 
present,  strong  and  unanimous  approval 
was  given  to  a  resolution  in  support  of  a  full 
funding  of  the  new  Section  235  and  236  pro¬ 
grams  recently  enacted  by  Congress  as  part 
of  the  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act 
of  1968.  I  am  enclosing  for  your  informa¬ 
tion  a  copy  of  this  resolution. 

These  are  the  newly  created  housing  pro¬ 
grams  which  were  the  subject  of  such  great 
interest  on  the  part  of  the  building  industry 
on  the  West  Coast  and  which  were  a  subject 
of  great  attention  at  the  meeting  in  Oakland 
in  which  you  and  I  participate  two  weeks  ago. 
Nationwide,  we  think  the  provision  of  ade¬ 
quate  contract  authority  for  these  programs 
will  make  possible  large-scale  building  of 
new  housing  units  for  lower  income  families, 
one  of  the  major  goals  of  the  1968  Housing 
Act. 

In  view  of  this  I  think  the  drastic  curtail¬ 
ment  of  contract  authority  as  reported  this 
week  by  the  House  Appropriations  Committee 
is  truly  regretable.  To  make  these  new  hous¬ 
ing  programs  meaningful,  it  is  really  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  Congress  to  approve  contract 
authorization  in  the  amounts  authorized  by 
the  Banking  Committee  bills  which  bebame 
the  1968  Act. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Joseph  B.  McGrath, 

Staff  Vice  President  and  Legislative 
Counsel. 

Resolution  of  the  National  Association  of 
Home  Builders 

Resolution  on  the  funding  of  section  235 

and  section  236  of  the  Housing  and  Urban 

Development  Act  of  1968 

Whereas  the  Congress  established  impor¬ 
tant  National  Housing  Goals  as  part  of  the 
Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of  1968, 
and 

Whereas  it  is  the  declared  policy  of  the 
Congress  to  give  the  highest  priority  and  em¬ 
phasis  to  meeting  the  housing  needs  of  lower 
income  families  for  whom  our  national  goal 
of  “a  decent  home  and  a  suitable  living  en¬ 
vironment”  has  not  yet  become  a  reality,  and 

Whereas  the  new  interest  rate  subsidy  pro¬ 
grams  for  home  ownership  for  lower  income 
familes  and  for  rental  housing  for  such  fam¬ 
ilies  (Section  235  and  Section  236  of  the 
1968  Act)  are  vitally  needed  to  produce  de¬ 
cent  housing  for  low-  and  moderate-income 
families,  and 

Whereas  these  new  programs  are  of  no  ef¬ 
fect  unless  they  are  provided  with  fully 
adequate  funding  by  Congressional  appro- 
priatons, 

Now,  therefore,  be  it  resolved  that  Con¬ 
gress  and  the  Appropriaton  Committees  of 
the  House  and  Senate  should  be  urged  at 
once,  and  strongly,  to  approve  supplemental 
appropriations  in  1968  before  the  end  of  the 
current  Session  of  Congress  in  the  full 
amount  authorized  by  the  Housing  and  Ur¬ 
ban  Development  Act  of  1968  to  make  these 
programs  effective  as  financing  vehicles  for 
new  home  ownership  and  rental  housing  for 
low-  and  moderate-income  families. 

Approved  and  adopted  unanimously  by  the 
NAHB  board  of  directors  on  October  7,  1968, 
in  Atlantic  City,  N.J. 

In  conclusion,  let  me  again  urge  the 
support  of  my  colleagues,  on  the  floor, 
and  if  necessary  in  conference,  for  the 
restoration  of  these  necessary  and  ful¬ 
filling  funds. 
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GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  extend  their  remarks  at  this  point 
in  the  Record  in  regard  to  the  food 
stamp  program. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  realize  that  the  food 
stamp  program  is  somewhat  controver¬ 
sial,  but,  insofar  as  I  know,  Members 
generally  support  it.  We  have  been  es¬ 
calating  it  year  by  year  now  for  a  number 
of  years.  I  myself  favor  the  committee 
position  of  the  additional  $20  million, 
which  is  the  original  budgeted  amount. 

It  does  seem  to  me  that  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kentucky  has  offered  a  good 
compromise  solution.  The  food  stamp 
program,  as  it  would  be  financed  here, 
would  add  250  counties  to  the  food  stamp 
program.  If  we  went  to  the  full  $90  mil¬ 
lion  we  would  not  add  any  more  counties 
than  that.  We  would  merely  enable  peo¬ 
ple  to  buy  the  stamps  for  less  money  per 
unit  of  stamps. 

For  those  who  wish  to  go  beyond  the 
committee  position — and  I  do  not  care 
to  go  beyond  the  committee  position  my¬ 
self,  but  I  realize  there  are  differences  of 
opinion — -it  seems  to  me  the  substitute 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Kentucky  for  a  total  of  $40  million 
would  be  reasonably  satisfactory. 

Would  not  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
be  reasonably  satisfied  with  that  sub¬ 
stitute?  I  realize  he  would  prefer  the  full 
amount,  but  we  need  to  compromise  our 
differences  and  move  on  with  the  bill. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  I  would  prefer  to 
have  the  full  amount.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman  for  this  colloquy.  I  believe  we  can 
clarify  this  so  that  every  Member  can 
understand  what  we  will  be  voting  on. 

As  I  understand  it,  the  $20  million 
would  permit  the  new  counties  to  come 
in,  but  it  would  take  the  additional  $70 
million  in  my  amendment  in  order  for 
the  families  with  less  than  $70  per 
month  income  to  get  the  cheaper  stamps. 

Mr.  MAHON.  The  Department  is  ex¬ 
perimenting  as  to  how  inexpensive  to 
make  the  stamps. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  I  am  in  favor  of 
both. 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  appreciate  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  position.  We  are  already  provid¬ 
ing  over  $1  billion  this  year  in  food 
donations,  food  stamps,  school  lunch, 
and  special  milk  programs. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  yield  to  the  able  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  should  like  to  point 
out  that  if  people  do  not  pay  anything 
for  food  stamps  they  will  not  treat  them 
with  much  care.  Under  the  present  sit¬ 
uation  they  can  get  $10  or  $12  worth  of 
stamps  for  50  cents  in  certain  areas. 

The  $50  million  the  committee  put  in 
the  bill  this  year  from  the  section  32 
Binds  will  give  them  food  for  nothing. 
The  Secretary  can  give  them  commodi¬ 
ties.  He  can  decide  what  to  give,  if  he 


determines  it  is  needed.  Under  the  exist¬ 
ing  law  they  have  the  right  to  do  this. 

When  he  feels  that  the  people  should 
pay  something,  he  can  cut  the  price  to  as 
low  as  50  cents  for  $10  or  $12  worth  of 
stamps.  Any  price  below  that  is  almost 
like  using  stamps  for  wallpaper,  or  to 
play  cards  with  them. 

Mr.  MAHON.  We  do  not  want  the  peo¬ 
ple  to  lose  their  pride.  We  do  have  an¬ 
other  program  of  100-percent  donations 
of  food.  We  try  to  have  something  for 
the  lowest  income  families. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Texas  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Mahon 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  JONAS.  I  concur  in  the  comments 
of  the  gentleman  from  Texas.  I  would  be 
glad  to  support  the  committee  position, 
but  now  I  believe  the  substitute  is  far 
more  desirable  than  the  original  amend¬ 
ment.  I  will  support  it. 

I  will  ask  the  gentleman  to  confirm 
the  fact  that  the  food  distribution  pro¬ 
gram,  with  this  additional  $40  million 
for  1969,  will  amount  to  $1,103,500,000. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Those  are  the  official 
figures.  I  will  insert  the  table  which  I 
have  in  my  hand : 

FOOD  DISTRIBUTION  .  PROGRAMS— U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF 
AGRICULTURE 


(I n  millions, 


1967 

1968 

1969 

Special  milk  program...  .  .  ... 

.  $104.0 

$104. 0 

$104.0 

School  lunch  program _ _  ...  . 

.  213.6 

232.9 

242.8 

Food  stamp  program _ _ 

Donations  to  schools,  institutions, 

.  110.0 

185.0 

i  225.  0 

and  welfare  cases _ 

Added  in  conference  to  meet 

.  246.6 

422.8 

446.7 

poverty  needs . . 

45.0 

Total.. . . . 

.  674.2 

944.7 

1,063.5 

1  Does  not  include  the  additional  $20,000,000  in  the  1969 
supplemental  now  pending — or  any  substitute  amount. 

Mr.  ANDREWS  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  ANDREWS  of  North  Dakota.  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  Natcher  substitute. 
I  might  ask  one  question,  which  concerns 
our  farmers  that  we  discussed  in  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee.  Will  this  addi¬ 
tional  funding  under  the  substitute  mo¬ 
tion  be  taken  out  of  other  Department 
of  Agriculture  funds  such  as  SCS  because 
of  the  budget  limitation? 

Mr.  MAHON.  It  will  not,  because  it 
will  come  out  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  sales  of  assets,  as  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  bill  provides. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  that  all  debate 
on  this  amendment  do  now  close. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Texas. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  substitute  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Kentucky  for  the 
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amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

The  substitute  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa,  as  amended  by  the 
substitute  amendment. 

The  amendment,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

CHAPTER  III 
INDEPENDENT  OFFICES 
FEDERAL  TRADE  COMMISSION 
Salaries  and  Expenses 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries 
and  expenses”,  including  carrying  out  the 
functions  of  the  Federal  Trade  Commission 
under  Title  I  of  the  Consumer  Credit  Pro¬ 
tection  Act  of  1968  (Public  Law  90-321), 
$200,000. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  BINGHAM 

Mr.  BINGHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  of¬ 
fer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Bingham:  on 
page  4,  after  line  16,  insert  the  following: 

“NATIONAL  COMMISSION  ON  CONSUM¬ 
ER  FINANCE 
“Salaries  and  Expenses 

“For  necessary  expenses  of  the  National 
Commission  on  Consumer  Finance,  estab¬ 
lished  by  Title  IV  of  the  Consumer  Credit 
Protection  Act  of  1968  (Public  Law  90- 
321),  $200,000.” 

(Mr.  BINGHAM  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  BINGHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  the 
bill  before  us  (H.R.  20300)  the  National 
Commission  on  Consumer  Finance  we 
created  this  summer  under  the  Con¬ 
sumer  Credit  Protection  Act  is  denied 
any  funds  and  will  not  be  able  to  start 
its  work  until  late  next  year.  My  amend¬ 
ment  would  provide  the  modest  sum  of 
$200,000  so  that  the  Commission  can  at 
least  get  started.  This  would  still  rep¬ 
resent  a  47-percent  cut  from  the  admin¬ 
istration’s  request.  The  figure  of  $200,000 
would  be  the  same  as  that  allowed  by 
the  committee  to  the  Federal  Trade  Com¬ 
mission  for  its  new  duties  under  the 
Consumer  Credit  Protection  Act. 

Earlier  this  year  the  Congress  finally 
pased  a  truth-in-lending  bill  to  provide 
for  disclosure  of  interest  rates  and  pro¬ 
tections  for  those  who  borrow  money.  It 
was  the  culmination  of  years  of  effort 
and  stands  as  an  achievement  of  this 
Congress  of  which  all  of  us  can  be  proud. 

An  important  element  in  the  Consumer 
Credit  Protection  Act  was  the  establish¬ 
ment  in  title  IV  of  a  National  Commis¬ 
sion  on  Consumer  Finance.  It  is  to  be 
composed  of  nine  members,  three  from 
the  House,  three  from  the  Senate,  and 
three  selected  by  the  President  from  pri¬ 
vate  life.  The  House  and  Senate  mem¬ 
bers  have  already  been  named.  It  is 
charged  with  the  responsibility  to  review 
the  adequacy  of  existing  arrangements 
to  provide  adequate  consumer  credit  at 
reasonable  rates;  to  evaluate  existing 
protections  for  the  credit  consumer  and 
to  insure  the  informed  use  of  consumer 
credit;  and,  to  inquire  as  to  whether  it 
would  be  desirable  for  the  Federal  Gov- 
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eminent  to  charter  consumer  finance  or 
other  regulatory  agencies.  The  author¬ 
ization  was  for  up  to  $1.5  million. 

This  is  a  prodigious  and  important  as¬ 
signment  for  one  Commission.  The  Com¬ 
mission  was  given  only  until  January  1, 
1971,  to  make  its  final  report.  Had  the 
Commission  been  established  in  May  of 
this  year,  when  the  bill  passed  the  House, 
it  would  have  had  roughly  2V2  years  to 
complete  its  work.  However,  the  inde¬ 
pendent  office  appropriations  bill  had 
already  passed  the  House  and  the  funds 
for  the  Commission  were  dependent  on 
the  supplemental  appropriation.  Unfor¬ 
tunately,  the  Appropriations  Committee 
has  rejected  the  request  for  $735,000  to 
permit  the  Commission  to  start  its  work. 

If  we  provide  some  money  now,  as  my 
amendment  would  do,  the  Commission 
would  have  roughly  2  years  to  do  its  work. 
Moreover,  it  could  start  its  hearings  be¬ 
fore  the  credit  disclosure  provisions  be¬ 
come  operative  in  July  1969  and  could 
promote  compliance  with  them — one  of 
the  Commission’s  express  purposes. 

There  is  another  reason,  other  than 
the  massive  scope  of  the  task  we  have 
given  the  Commission,  which  supports  a 
start  of  its  work  without  further  delay.  A 
uniform  State  credit  code  has  recently 
been  advanced  by  a  subcommittee  of  the 
American  Bar  Association  and  will  be 
submitted  to  many  State  legislatures  in 
the  very  near  future.  It  is  a  comprehen¬ 
sive  proposal  and  its  impact  on  each 
State’s  existing  laws  should  be  carefully 
evaluated  both  in  the  state  legislatures 
and  by  the  National  Commission  which 
is  to  recommend  Federal  action  to  com¬ 
plement  State  procedures. 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations,  in 
declining  to  provide  any  money  for  the 
beginning  work  of  this  Commission  at 
this  time,  has  said  that  it  would  be  ade¬ 
quate  to  provide  such  funds  next  year.  I 
have  profound  respect  for  the  committee 
and  the  enormous  volume  of  work  it 
must  handle  but  would  point  out  to  my 
colleagues  that  the  appropriations  bill 
for  independent  offices  are  likely  to  be 
enacted  very  late  each  year.  This  year,  we 
finished  that  appropriation  bill  during 
the  last  week  in  September;  in  1967,  the 
bill  was  not  sent  to  the  President  until 
late  October.  If  precedent  follows,  there 
would  be  no  money  to  start  the  work  of 
the  Commission  before  the  end  of  1969 
and  we  would,  in  effect,  be  giving  the 
Commission  little  more  than  1  year 
to  complete  its  hearings  and  deliberations 
and  to  complete  its  report.  This  is  not 
enough  time  for  the  job.  • 

This  is  a  period  when  the  entire  Nation 
is  worried  about  the  impact  of  inflation. 
Interest  rates  and  credit  charges  play  a 
vital  role  as  consumer  credit  mounts 
steadily.  We  must  make  sure  that  we  are 
meeting  our  responsibility  to  the  public 
to  help  fight  the  effects  of  inflation  by 
protecting  the  consumer’s  dollar.  The 
Commission  will  help  us  to  discharge 
that  responsibility  and  I  urge  that  it  be 
provided  with  the  modest  funds  it  needs 
to  start  its  work. 

I  regret  that  the  distinguished  gentle¬ 
woman  from  Missouri  [Mrs.  Sullivan], 
who  fought  so  valiantly  for  the  truth-in¬ 
lending  law  is  not  here  to  propose  this 
amendment.  She  has  authorized  me  to 
say  that  she  believes  it  is  most  important 


for  the  Commission  to  be  able  to  start 
its  work  promptly. 

Six  of  the  nine  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  are  Members  of  Congress,  three 
from  the  other  body  and  three  from  this 
body.  They  have  already  been  named  and 
this  Commission  ought  to  be  in  a  posi¬ 
tion  to  get  going  in  the  next  few  months. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  the  amendment 
will  be  agreed  to. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

(Mr.  JONAS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  did  not  deny  these 
funds  with  prejudice.  We  made  it  clear 
in  the  committee  report  that  since  the 
report  of  this  Commission  is  not  due 
until  1971,  this  is  an  item  that  should 
be  considered  in  a  regular  appropriations 
bill.  The  inference  contained  in  the  re¬ 
port  is  that  if  it  is  in  the  budget  next 
year  the  committee  will  consider  it.  We 
did  not  think  it  was  of  such  an  emer¬ 
gency  nature  that  it  could  be  justified  in 
placing  it  in  a  supplemental  bill. 

Mr.  MARSH.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JONAS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia. 

(Mr.  MARSH  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  MARSH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thihk  it 
also  should  be  pointed  out  that  under  the 
particular  act  to  which  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  referred  I  would  like  to 
point  that  there  are  two  titles,  title  I  and 
title  IV.  Title  IV  is  the  title  to  which  the 
amendment  has  been  introduced  this 
afternoon.  But,  also,  it  should  be  pointed 
out  that  under  title  I  there  is  funding  on 
the  Federal  Trade  Commission  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  of  $200,000  for  the  truth-in-lending 
program.  There  was  not  any  feeling  on 
the  part  of  the  subcommittee  or  the  full 
committee  that  this  Consumer  Credit 
Commission  was  not  a  worthwhile  pro¬ 
gram.  However,  the  report  is  not  due  until 
the  first  day  of  January  1971,  and  for 
that  reason  the  committee  did  not  report 
it  out. 

Mr.  BINGHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JONAS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  BINGHAM.  I  would  like  to  point 
out,  as  the  gentleman  from  Virginia  said, 
the  report  is  due  January  1,  1971.  That  is 
nearly  the  end  of  1970  and  it  would  be 
only  about  a  year  from  the  time  the  in¬ 
dependent  offices  appropriations  bill 
might  be  enacted. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Next  year  will  still  be  1969, 
you  know. 

Mr.  BINGHAM.  But  it  would  cut  down 
the  work  time  of  the  Commission  very 
substantially. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  distinguished  gen¬ 
tlewoman  from  Missouri  [Mrs.  Sul¬ 
livan]  did  such  a  wonderful  job  on  this 
legislation  that  I  am  sorry  she  could  not 
be  here  to  propose  this  amendment.  She 
authorized  me  to  say  that  in  her  view  it 
is  very  important  that  this  Commission 
be  able  to  get  started  as  soon  as  possible. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 
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Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

(Mr.  MAHON  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to 
associate  myself  with  the  position  of  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Virginia 
and  of  the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  [Mr.  Jonas],  Funds  are 
provided  here  for  the  truth-in-lending 
bill.  But  with  reference  to  the  other  ques¬ 
tion,  we  thought  that  a  more  careful  ex¬ 
amination  of  the  matter  was  needed. 
These  estimates  only  came  down  last 
week.  This  is  a  postponement  of  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  matter  until  it  can  be 
given  more  deliberate  attention.  It  is  not 
a  lack  of  interest  or  a  lack  of  concern 
for  the  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  all  debate  on  this  amendment 
do  now  close. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Bingham], 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Bingham), 
there  were — ayes  32,  noes  60. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 
DEPARTMENT  OP  HOUSING  AND  URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  BOLAND 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Boland:  On 
page  5,  after  line  5,  insert: 

“Federal  Insurance  Programs 
“flood  insurance 

"For  necessary  administrative  expenses, 
not  otherwise  provided  for,  in  carrying  out 
the  National  Flood  Insurance  Act  of  1968 
(82  Stat.  572) ,  $1,500,000.” 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  not 
take  the  full  5  minutes. 

This  program  is  one  that  is  of  interest 
to  all  of  the  members  of  this  committee. 
The  only  question  is  the  matter  of  tim¬ 
ing. 

This  item  for  $1.5  million  was  requested 
by  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  for  administrative  expenses 
to  carry  out  the  new  program  for  flood 
insurance  under  the  National  Flood  In¬ 
surance  Act  of  1968.  That  is  title  XIII  of 
the  recently  enacted  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  Act  of  1968. 

I  believe  all  of  us  recognize  the  fact 
that  Congress  over  the  years  has  been 
concerned  with  this  problem  of  flood  in¬ 
surance,  particularly  in  those  areas 
where  the  poor  people  of  the  land  live. 
It  is  a  new  program,  but  it  is  not  new  in 
the  sense  that  Congress  has  not  con¬ 
sidered  flood  insurance  in  the  past. 

As  long'ago  as  1956  the  Congress  passed 
a  Federal  Flood  Insurance  Act,  but  it 
was  not  funded  by  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  because  there  were  some 
problems  dealing  with  rate  schedules. 
For  the  past  12  years  the  Department,  in 
cooperation  with  the  insurance  indus¬ 
try,  has  examined  the  rate  schedules  and 
has  proposed  what  I  feel  is  a  good  and  a 
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fair  program.  A  great  number  of  the 
Members  of  the  Congress  have  filed  bills 
to  provide  flood  insurance  in  the  interim 
and  now  in  this  90th  Congress,  title  XIII 
of  the  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
Act  carries  the  National  Flood  Insurance 
Act  of  1968. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  hope  that  this 
amendment  would  be  agreed  to.  It  was 
considered  by  the  Subcommittee  on  In¬ 
dependent  Offices  and  Housing.  The  ma¬ 
jority  thought  perhaps  next  year  was 
soon  enough  for  initial  funding  since  the 
new  authorization  has  just  been  enacted 
recently.  Many  of  the  Members,  however, 
are  concerned  about  the  need  for  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses  now  so  the  in¬ 
surance  may  be  provided  at  the  earliest 
possible  date  and  so  I  offer  this  amend¬ 
ment  today  with  the  full  knowledge  of 
the  other  members  on  the  committee. 
After  reviewing  all  the  facts,  and  talking 
with  many  of  the  members,  I  feel  con¬ 
fident  that  this  very  important  program 
can  proceed  without  delay. 

It  provides  for  a  cooperative  effort  by 
the  Federal  Government  and  the  private 
insurance  industry  to  make  flood  insur¬ 
ance  available  on  a  national  basis.  In¬ 
surance  coverage  at  first  will  be  avail¬ 
able  for  certain  residential  and  small 
business  properties.  The  Secretary  may 
later  extend  coverage  to  other  types  of 
properties  after  making  studies  and  in¬ 
vestigations. 

The  private  insurance  industry  will 
sell  and  service  the  policies.  The  insur¬ 
ance  companies  who  are  able  and  willing 
to  participate  as  risk-bearers  may  com¬ 
mit  risk  capital  to  an  industry  flood  in¬ 
surance  pool.  This  will  absorb  a  share 
of  losses  which  may  be  sustained. 

The  Federal  Government  will  make 
certain  premium  equalization  payments 
and  provide  reinsurance  coverage  to  the 
pool  as  a  protection  against  catastrophic 
losses.  So  it  is  a  partnership  proposition 
with  private  enterprise. 

The  major  objective  of  flood  insur¬ 
ance  is  not  only  the  provision  of  flood 
insurance,  but  also  the  promotion  of  wise 
land  use  in  the  flood  plains.  Coverage 
generally  is  restricted  to  $17,500  per 
dwelling,  and  $30,000  for  small  business 
properties.  Additional  insurance  may  be 
sold  at  full  actuarial  cost  for  coverage  in 
excess  of  these  limitations. 

The  need  for  flood  insurance  has  be¬ 
come  more  and  more  urgent  with  the 
passage  of  years.  The  estimated  property 
losses  from  floods  exceeded  $100  million 
in  only  1  of  the  10  years  prior  to  1934. 
Losses  have  exceeded  $100  million  in  6 
to  8  years  in  each  of  the  next  three 
decades.  In  1964  and  1965  the  estimated 
losses  from  floods  rose  to  $652  million 
and  $788  million. 

The  Congress,  in  recent  years,  has 
often  enacted  special  assistance  meas¬ 
ures  to  help  communities  and  individuals 
recover  from  the  effects  of  major  disas¬ 
ters.  These  have  included  the  Pacific 
Northwest  Disaster  Relief  Act  and  the 
Southeast  Hurricane  Disaster  Relief  Acts 
of  1965  to  help  victims  who  suffered  flood 
damage  losses.  The  1964  amendments  to 
the  Alaska  Omnibus  Act,  following  the 
Alaska  earthquake,  was  designed  to  deal 
primarily  with  damage  from  the  earth¬ 
quake,  but  also  provided  assistance  to 
those  in  parts  of  Alaska  that  suffered  re¬ 
lated  wave  wash  flood  damage. 


The  pattern  has  therefore  been  devel¬ 
oping  of  enacting  special  relief  measures 
to  help  property  owners  recover  after  a 
natural  disaster  has  occurred. 

However,  such  relief  measures  for 
those  who  suffer  flood  losses  do  nothing 
to  encourage  wise  use  of  land  subject  to 
flooding,  or  to  discourage  increased  ex¬ 
posure  of  life  and  property  in  such  loca¬ 
tions.  These  serious  deficiencies  in  pub¬ 
lic  policy  have  given  rise  to  the  real  need 
for  this  new  flood  insurance  program  and 
I  am  delighted  to  have  a  part  in  its  en¬ 
actment  and  implementation  in  this  ses¬ 
sion  of  the  Congress. 

Mr.  WIDNALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BOLAND.  I  am  delighted  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Windall],  who  has  been  a  chief  co¬ 
sponsor  of  flood  insurance  over  the  years 
in  this  body. 

Mr.  WIDNALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding,  and  I  want 
to  add  my  own  support  to  that  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Bo¬ 
land]  and  others  who  are  vitally  inter¬ 
ested  in  this  flood  insurance  program.  We 
fought  for  over  10  years  to  get  a  pro¬ 
gram  underway.  This  year  both  Houses 
passed  the  bills,  and  then  the  funding 
was  held  up  because  of  conflicts  in  ap¬ 
propriations. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  the  adoption  of 
the  amendment.  The  program  is  sound, 
and  relies  on  the  private  insurance  in¬ 
dustry.  We  must  have  a  beginning,  and 
I  do  not  believe  it  can  be  postponed  any 
longer.  These  people  really  need  help. 

(Mr.  WIDNALL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  for  his 
statement.  That  is  the  feeling  of  the 
members  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BOLAND.  I  am  delighted  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana,  who 
also  over  the  years  has  been  one  of  the 
chief  sponsors  of  these  programs,  and 
who  led  the  fight  to  put  it  into  the 
Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of 
1968,  together  with  other  Members  of 
this  body. 

I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Louisi¬ 
ana. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreci¬ 
ate  the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
yielding  to  me. 

I  take  this  time  only  to  say  that  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  action  we  are  taking  here  today 
is  constructive.  What  we  are  seeking  to 
do  is  to  employ  the  resources  of  private 
enterprise  so  that  a  person  who  lives  in 
an  area  subject  to  hurricanes  and  floods 
may  have  the  same  opportunity  to  pur¬ 
chase  flood  insurance  provided  by  pri¬ 
vate  enterprise  that  a  person  now  has  to 
buy  windstorm  insurance  or  fire  insur¬ 
ance,  or  whatever  it  may  be. 

The  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Boland],  and  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  committee,  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  from  Texas,  who  is 
my  old  and  dear  friend,  have  been  tre¬ 
mendously  helpful  in  doing  this,  and  I 
am  very  grateful  to  both  of  them. 

Again  I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yield¬ 
ing. 


Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BOLAND.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  my  understanding 
that  unless  some  funds  are  included  in 
this  particular  item  that  the  flood  in¬ 
surance  programs  for  all  practical  pur¬ 
poses  cannot  get  off  the  ground,  because 
a  survey  needed  as  the  first  step  in  the 
program  would  not  be  able  to  be  made, 
and  therefore  very  few  areas  would  be 
able  to  qualify. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  The  gentleman  is  cor¬ 
rect.  Let  me  say  to  the  gentleman  that 
I  am  delighted  that  he  makes  that  point. 

When  this  particular  item  was  consid¬ 
ered  in  the  committee,  it  was  not  clear 
when  the  program  could  start.  I  find 
that  it  is  necessary  and  important  to  get 
the  studies  started,  and  administrative 
expenses  should  be  provided  now. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  WIDNALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  add  my  support  to  that  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Bo¬ 
land]  in  calling  for  this  body  to  restore 
the  $1.5  million  requested  for  the  ad¬ 
ministration  expenses  to  get  the  national 
flood  insurance  program  underway. 

For  over  10  years,  this  Congress  has 
had  under  consideration  in  one  form  or 
another  efforts  to  create  a  national  flood 
insurance  program.  During  that  same 
period  of  time,  hundreds  of  millions  if 
not  billions  of  dollars  of  losses  have  been 
sustained  by  individuals  and  businesses 
uncompensated  by  flood  insurance.  Last 
year,  both  Houses  of  Congress  passed 
bills  for  this  purpose  only  to  see  a  dif¬ 
ference  in  funding  concept  end  any  im¬ 
mediate  hope  of  action. 

This  past  summer,  I  was  successful  in 
adding  the  national  flood  insurance  pro¬ 
gram  to  the  omnibus  housing  bill  in 
committee,  and  it  has  since  been  passed 
into  law.  I  cannot  see  any  reason  for 
delaying  the  implementation  of  this  pro¬ 
gram  any  longer.  The  program  is  sound, 
it  relies  upon  the  private  insurance  in¬ 
dustry  to  the  greatest  possible  extent,  it 
has  the  backing  of  that  industry,  of  the 
homebuilding  industry  and  of  millions 
upon  millions  of  other  Americans.  The 
very  least  we  can  do,  since  we  have  al¬ 
ready  put  the  riot  insurance  program 
into  affect,  is  to  show  equal  concern  for 
the  victims  of  natural  disaster  as  we 
have  for  the  victims  of  riotous  and 
criminal  activity. 

I  urge  adoption  of  the  amendment  to 
restore  the  $1.5  million  in  administra¬ 
tive  expense  funds  for  the  national  flood 
insurance  program,  as  offered  by  the 
gentlemen  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  HECHLER  of  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  am  very  pleased  that  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Boland]  has  introduced  this  amendment 
to  provide  $1.5  million  to  finance  the 
flood  insurance  title  of  the  Housing  and 
Urban  Development  Act.  Mr.  Chairman, 
flood  insurance  has  been  talked  about  for 
over  a  dozen  years  and  we  have  been  un¬ 
able  to  finance  it  on  a  sound  basis  until 
the  enactment  of  legislation  for  which 
we  would  provide  the  funding  by  this 
amendment.  In  the  State  of  West  Vir¬ 
ginia,  whose  hills  and  valleys  and  the 
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towns  built  in  the  valleys  cause  huge 
flood  damage,  it  is  extremely  difficult  for 
those  owning  homes  and  businesses  to 
recoup  their  heavy  losses  following  the 
frequent  floods.  This  type  of  insurance 
is  a  must,  and  I  am  grateful  to  all  those 
who  are  working  together  to  make  such 
insurance  available  to  the  average 
person. 

Mr.  DOWNING.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman.  I  submitted  a  bill  pro¬ 
viding  for  flood  insurance  shortly  after 
the  Ash  Wednesday  hurricane  of  1964 
wreaked  havoc  and  destruction  on  many 
populated  areas  along  the  east  coast. 

This  1964  hurricane  and  others  have 
caused  substantial  property  damage 
which  could  not  be  insured  by  private 
insurance  companies.  They  can  insure 
against  wind  damage  but  not  water  dam¬ 
age.  And  it  is  the  latter  elemental  condi¬ 
tion  with  which  we  are  concerned. 

I  firmly  believe  that  once  the  Federal 
Government  has  established  that  water 
damage  can  actually  be  considered  as  in¬ 
surable  risks,  then  the  private  companies 
would  have  no  hesitancy  on  providing 
the  coverage  to  their  policy  holders. 

The  lack  of  this  coverage  at  the  pres¬ 
ent  time  has  hindered  the  proper  devel¬ 
opment  of  our  coastal  areas.  If  we  could 
provide  this  protection,  it  would  remove 
some  of  the  concern  prospective  builders, 
developers,  and  homeowners  would  have 
about  locating  near  the  water’s  edge. 

This  amendment  has  great  merit  and 
would  help  cover  a  great  national  need. 
The  House  and  the  Senate  have  on  pre¬ 
vious  occasions  unanimously  passed 
legislation  authorizing  this  expenditure 
for  this  purpose. 

I  urge  adoption  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  de  la  GARZA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  gentleman  from  Massachu¬ 
setts  CMr.  Boland]  to  implement  the  au¬ 
thorizing  legislation  to  amend  the  Dis¬ 
aster  Relief  Act  of  1966  to  provide  for  a 
national  program  of  flood  insurance  and 
for  other  purposes. 

I  wholeheartedly  support  this  amend¬ 
ment;  in  fact,  I  was  one  of  the  spon¬ 
sors  of  the  authorizing  legislation  which 
was  subsequently  included  in  the  Hous¬ 
ing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of  1968. 
My  congressional  district  has  suffered 
severe  damages  from  Hurricane  Beulah, 
one  of  the  most  devastating  hurricanes 
in  the  history  of  the  United  States.  Im¬ 
mediately  after  the  hurricane  subsided, 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  left  here,  not  knowing 
that  the  great  floods  which  were  to  fol¬ 
low  were  on  the  way.  The  roads  were 
flooded,  and  there  was  no  way  to  get 
in;  flights  were  canceled  because  the 
airport  runways  were  also  flooded.  Final¬ 
ly  I  got  in  by  means  of  the  determina¬ 
tion  of  a  Trailways  busdriver  who  took 
a  group  of  people  in,  myself  included. 
It  was  the  last  bus  to  get  into  my  area 
for  some  days.  What  had  formerly  been 
a  virtual  paradise  was  almost  totally 
devastated  by  wind  and  water. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  stated  previous¬ 
ly,  I  wholeheartedly  support  this  amend¬ 
ment.  A  large  part  of  my  congressional 
district  consists  of  bottom  land  on  the 
gulf  coast  on  the  mainland,  in  addition 
to  which  virtually  all,  or  almost  all  of 


Padre  Island,  is  in  my  district.  Both  are 
prone  to  severe  floods  and  have  been 
subjected  to  such  in  the  all  too  recent 
past. 

A  punster  once  remarked  that  Texas 
is  the  only  State  in  the  Union  where  a 
fanner  can  get  stuck  in  the  mud  on  the 
way  to  pick  up  his  drought  relief  check, 
but  all  joking  aside,  I  think  most  of  us 
here  on  this  floor  are  aware  funds  to 
implement  this  program  are  desperately 
needed  in  order  that  there  may  be  an 
adequate  flood  disaster  program  on  a 
nationwide  scale,  so  long  as  a  man’s 
entire  life’s  work  may  be  wiped  out  by 
one  sweep  of  a  hurricane,  a  flooded 
river,  or  some  other  whim  of  the  ele¬ 
ments — so  long  as  an  entire  area  may  be 
devastated.  I  believe  all  of  us  here  should 
give  serious  consideration  to  supporting 
the  amendment  of  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts. 

GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  revise  and  extend  their  remarks  on 
the  subject  of  my  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

CHAPTER  IV 

DEPARTMENT  OP  THE  INTERIOR 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 
EDUCATION  AND  WELFARE  SERVICES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Education 
and  welfare  services’’,  $500,000. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  EDMONDSON 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Edmondson  :  On 
page  6,  line  18,  strike  out  “$500,000”  and 
insert  “$752,000”. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  let 
me  say  initially  that  I  rise  to  offer  this 
amendment  with  a  considerable  amount 
of  reluctance,  because  I  have  the  very 
highest  regard  for  the  distinguished  gen¬ 
tlewoman  who  is  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee  that  handles  this  parti¬ 
cular  matter.  I  know  she  has  dealt  gen¬ 
erously  with  Indians  in  many,  many  in¬ 
stances  in  which  it  has  been  difficult  to 
get  an  understanding  and  appreciation 
of  their  problem  from  any  other  source. 
The  Indians  of  Oklahoma  consider  her 
one  of  their  finest  friends  in  the  Con¬ 
gress. 

This  particular  matter  which  I  seek  to 
amend  by  the  addition  of  $252,000  is  a 
matter  that  deals  with  scholarship  grants 
to  Indians  in  college. 

Several  months  ago  the  chief  of  one 
of  the  tribes  in  Oklahoma  told  me  with 
the  very  greatest  of  pride  that  an  in¬ 
creasing  number  of  young  Indian  stu¬ 
dents  were  now  entering  college  and  were 
also  entering  technical  schools  beyond 
high  school,  and  that  he  was  taking  in¬ 
creased  heart  about  the  opportunities 
that  were  being  afforded  to  young  In¬ 
dians  to  advance  their  education  beyond 
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the  high  school  level.  I  think  this  $500,- 
000  supplement,  which  is  an  add-on  to 
about  $2.5  million  already  in  this  pro¬ 
gram,  is  a  very  desirable  and  a  very 
worthy  recognition  of  the  growth  of  this 
program.  The  only  problem  is  I  am  con¬ 
cerned  personally,  from  what  I  know 
about  what  has  been  done  in  the  area 
where  Oklahoma’s  Indians  are  located, 
that  we  have  not  gone  far  enough  to  meet 
the  pressing  need. 

The  hearings  on  this  particular  item, 
at  page  96,  relate  the  fact  that  the  re¬ 
quest  that  has  been  submitted  in  this 
particular  field  is  for  $752,000  rather 
than  for  the  $500,000  allowed  by  the 
committee.  There  are  about  600  students 
who  have  been  funded  only  for  a  half 
year,  and  who  are  primarily  freshmen. 

Mrs.  Hansen  of  Washington  asked  the 
question  of  the  departmental  witness: 

If  the  money  is  not  granted,  then  they 
cannot  continue? 

And  the  departmeental  witness  an¬ 
swered  : 

We  cannot  fund  them  for  the  second  half 
of  the  year. 

Mrs.  Hansen.  Where  would  they  then  go 
for  scholarship  funds? 

Mr.  Zellers.  Presumably  they  have  already 
exhausted  all  sources  before  they  come  to  us. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  deserving 
program.  It  is  attacking  the  problem  of 
our  Indian  people  directly  at  the  point 
where  the  greatest  benefits  are  realized. 
It  is  appalling  to  me  to  think  we  have 
started  several  hundred  Indian  students 
in  college  and  will  have  to  cut  them  off 
at  the  end  of  their  first  semester,  the 
freshman  year,  because  we  have  not 
provided  an  additional  $252,000.  If  I  ever 
have  seen  a  situation  in  which  I  thought 
we  would  be  penny  wise  and  pound  fool¬ 
ish,  it  would  be  in  following  such  a  policy 
in  this  particular  case. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  this  amend¬ 
ment  can  be  accepted  with  the  same 
generosity  and  spirit  by  my  friends  on 
the  Appropriations  Committee  as  they 
apparently  acceded  to  the  $1,200,000  for 
flood  insurance  a  little  while  ago. 

Mr.  UDALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Arizona. 

Mr.  UDALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  com¬ 
mend  the  gentleman  and  I  concur  in 
everything  he  said,  and  especially  with 
the  kind  words  he  said  about  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  Washington  tMrs.  Hansen], 

Mr.  Chairman,  one  Indian  tribe  I 
know  had  one  college  graduate  out  of 
100,000  people.  If  there  is  any  hope,  it 
is  with  the  educated  Indians.  We  have 
bright  young  high-school  graduates  who 
cannot  go  to  college  this  year.  What  a 
pity  it  would  be  for  those  who  have 
pulled  themselves  up  by  their  bootstraps 
and  have  gone  to  high  school  and  have 
gotten  into  a  college,  to  find  then  at  the 
end  of  this  first  half-year  they  will  have 
to  quit  and  go  home  for  lack  of  funds. 

I  hope  the  amendment  will  be  ac¬ 
cepted.  We  can  stand  this  $252,000  ad¬ 
ditional. 

Mrs.  HANSEN  of  Washington.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Wash¬ 
ington. 
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Mrs.  HANSEN  of  Washington.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will 
accept  the  amendment  but  I  would  like 
to  explain,  in  answer  to  the  question  why 
this  item  was  reduced  by  $252,000.  Oral 
testimony  by  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Af¬ 
fairs  was  not  consistent  with  the  justi¬ 
fications.  They  have  only  themselves  to 
blame. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Oklahoma  has  expired. 

Mr.  Chairman,  to  be  perfectly  candid, 
the  justifications  for  this  estimate  stated 
that  300  married  students  would  receive 
$660,000,  21  postgraduates  would  receive 
$31,000,  there  would  be  $30,000  for  ad¬ 
ministration  and  supervision,  and  $31,- 
000  was  for  service  to  needy  urban  stu¬ 
dents.  The  total  request  was  $752,000. 

No  mention  was  made  of  600  students 
funded  for  one-half  year.  Our  commit¬ 
tee  has  continuously  sponsored  adequate 
funding  for  scholarships. 

The  committee  provided  in  1968  and 
in  1969  the  full  amount  of  the  requested 
funding  for  the  scholarship  program — 
$2,248,000  for  each  year.  In  this  instance 
however,  the  estimate  was  for  the  full 
fiscal  year,  and  one-third  of  the  year  has 
already  elapsed.  If  they  are  to  pay  the 
rent  of  these  young  married  people  in 
college,  that  portion  of  the  year  has  al¬ 
ready  elapsed  and  the  reduction  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  committee  is  related  ac¬ 
cordingly.  In  addition  we  did  not  limit 
the  use  of  the  total  funds  to  any  specific 
type  of  scholarship.  If,  the  BIA  after  sub¬ 
mitting  the  justification,  feels  it  has  600 
additional  people  which  should  have  been 
included  in  the  estimate — and  it  is  their 
own  fault  they  did  not  recommend  it — 
they  must  realize  they  should  have  done 
a  better  job.  But  the  committee  gives 
them  great  flexibility  in  the  use  of  these 
scholarship  funds.  We  do  not  earmark 
this  money  for  any  one  scholarship  pro¬ 
gram.  The  postgraduate  work  is  new.  I 
think  it  is  a  splendid  program.  I  would 
say  that  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 
should  be  more  precise  in  their  budget 
justifications  when  they  come  before  the 
committee,  and  they  will  be  treated  as 
well  as  the  facts  justify. 

For  example,  I  have  great  faith  in  the 
adult  vocational  training  program;  it  is 
accomplishing  worthwhile  results.  In  the 
regular  1969  budget,  $15  million  was  re¬ 
quested,  adequate  justification  was  given 
for  the  request  and  I  am  pleased  to  state 
the  regular  1969  appropriation  included 
$15  million  for  this  activity. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  HANSEN  of  Washington.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  believe  the  gen¬ 
tlewoman’s  point  about  the  failure  to 
have  consistent  figures  in  the  Bureau 
is  well  taken.  I  noted  the  inconsistency 
in  what  was  supplied  to  me  and  what  was 
testified  to  recently.  The  recent  testi¬ 
mony  points  to  the  problem  about  the 
600  students. 

Mrs.  HANSEN  of  Washington.  The  re¬ 
cent  testimony  is  on  page  94  of  the  hear¬ 
ings.  That  is  the  justification  for  the  es¬ 
timate.  That  provides  for  300  married 
students.  The  comments  on  page  96  is 
the  oral  testimony  given  last  Thursday 


in  the  hearing.  That  is  where  the  600 
students  are  mentioned.  This  is  not  the 
first  time  oral  testimony  given  by  BIA 
witnesses  was  inconsistent  with  the  justi¬ 
fications.  I  merely  suggest  that  they 
should  give  a  more  accurate  presenta¬ 
tion  of  the  components  of  their  budget 
request. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  agree  with  the 
gentlewoman  in  that. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Edmondson], 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Udall)  there 
were — ayes  59,  noes  28. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Social  and  Rehabilitation  Service 

JUVENILE  DELINQUENCY  PREVENTION  AND 
CONTROL 

For  carrying  out  the  purposes  of  the  Ju¬ 
venile  Delinquency  Prevention  and  Control 
Act  of  1968,  $5,000,000:  Provided,  That  none 
of  the  funds  contained  herein  shall  be  used 
to  make  grants,  under  Title  I  of  said  Act,  in 
excess  of  the  following:  (1)  $12,500  each  to 
the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  American  Samoa, 
and  the  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Islands, 
(2)  $50,000  to  each  of  the  50  States,  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia,  and  the  Commonwealth 
of  Puerto  Rico. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  PUCINSKI 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Pucinski:  On 
page  8,  beginning  with  line  6,  strike  out 
everything  down  through  line  13,  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “For  carrying 
out  the  purposes  of  the  Juvenile  Delinquincy 
Prevention  and  Control  Act  of  1968,  $25,- 
000,000.” 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  know 
it  is  late.  We  have  been  in  continuous 
session  now  for  31  hours,  and  I  shall  not 
take  my  full  5  minutes. 

This  amendment  would  increase  the 
appropriation  under  the  Juvenile  Delin¬ 
quency  Prevention  and  Control  Act  of 
1968  to  the  full  amount  authorized  for 
fiscal  year  1969.  May  I  remind  the  House 
that  both  Chambers  of  Congress  ap¬ 
proved  this  $25  million  authorization 
unanimously.  My  committee  held  very 
extensive  hearings  and  found  that  the 
$25  million  was  more  than  needed.  This 
money  will  be  used  under  title  I  for  de¬ 
veloping  State  plans,  rehabilitative  and 
preventive  programs ;  and  under  titles  II 
and  III  for  improving  and  training  tech¬ 
niques. 

Under  title  I  there  will  be  a  basic  grant 
of  $100,000  to  each  State  if  my  amend¬ 
ment  is  adopted.  You  will  recall  that  the 
House  adopted  an  amendment  providing 
block  grants  to  the  States  so  that  what¬ 
ever  funds  are  expended  by  the  Federal 
Government  go  to  the  States  in  order  to 
develop  State  plans  and  provide  the  pro¬ 
gram.  There  is  no  sense  in  repeating  a 
great  deal  of  detail  here  about  juvenile 
delinquency.  You  all  heard  the  debate 
when  we  approved  the  authorizing  legis¬ 
lation  unanimously,  and  you  know  the 
greatest  single  social  problem  in  America 
today  is  the  problem  of  crime  among 
young  people.  Youthful  offenders  have  a 
50-percent  recidivism  rate  after  being 


institutionalized  for  their  first  offense. 
All  three  political  parties  in  this  country 
are  committed  to  a  total  effort  toward 
the  reduction  of  juvenile  crime.  I  do  not 
think  there  is  a  Member  in  this  House 
who  is  not  running  on  a  platform  of  law 
and  order.  I  believe  here  is  an  excellent 
opportunity  to  do  something  meaningful 
to  these  communities.  The  money  now 
proposed  in  the  measure  before  us,  $5 
million,  would  provide  $50,000  to  each 
State.  My  amendment  would  make  more 
meaningful  and  significant  the  contribu¬ 
tion  to  these  States  to  help  them  develop 
these  programs.  More  than  20  States  al¬ 
ready  are  developing  and  have  developed 
State  plans.  They  need  this  Federal  as¬ 
sistance.  Twenty  other  States  are  com¬ 
ing  into  the  picture  with  State  plans. 
The  basic  authorization  act  calls  for  the 
development  of  a  comprehensive  State 
plan  so  that  we  can  all  have  meaningful 
programs  to  deal  with  the  great  problem 
of  crime  among  young  people  in  this 
country. 

I.  hope  the  committee  will  agree  to 
accept  this  amendment.  Let  us  make  a 
real  significant  start  in  the  war  on  ju¬ 
venile  crime  in  this  country. 

Mr.  FRASER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  FRASER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish 
to  indicate  my  support  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  gentleman.  I  agree 
with  what  he  says.  This  is  the  area  in 
which  we  find  the  crime  rate  growing 
most  rapidly.  If  we  are  serious  about  our 
concern  in  this  House  about  the  prob¬ 
lem  of  the  growth  of  crime,  we  ought  to 
adopt  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  supplemental, 
appropriation  bill  we  are  voting  on  to¬ 
day,  the  committee  has  cut  the  $19  mil¬ 
lion  budget  to  only  $5  million.  How  can 
we  expect  to  train  skilled  manpower  and 
conduct  the  model  programs  the  new 
Juvenile  Delinquency  Act  allows,  if  we 
do  not  vote  the  money? 

Juveniles  are  at  the  heart  of  our  crime 
problem.  Youths  between  the  ages  of  11 
and  17  commit  50  percent  of  all  bur¬ 
glaries,  larcenies,  and  car  thefts.  A  Fed¬ 
eral  program  to  reach  this  group  is  a 
necessity. 

Last  July,  when  we  voted  for  the  Juve¬ 
nile  Delinquency  Prevention  and  Con¬ 
trol  Act,  we  wanted  to  assist  cities  to  set 
up  training  programs  and  concentrate  on 
predelinquency  action.  We  authorized 
$25  million  for  1968 — $50  million  for 
1969 — and  $75  million  for  1970.  Unless 
we  increase  the  appropriation  now, 
there  will  be  no  grants  for  action  by  local 
governments.  There  will  be  barely 
enough  to  start  planning. 

Under  the  earlier  juvenile  delin¬ 
quency  law  my  district,  Minneapolis,  re¬ 
ceived  $750,000  in  grants  and  did  excel¬ 
lent  work  through  the  University  of  Min¬ 
nesota  and  the  Community  Health  and 
Welfare  Council. 

We  are  ready  to  make  use  of  the  new 
juvenile  delinquency  law,  if  only  the 
Congress  will  follow  through  with  the 
money  for  grants.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
accept  the  amendment  of  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 
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Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I,  too,  wish 
to  associate  myself  with  the  remarks  of 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  and  I,  too, 
will  support  his  amendment. 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  and  yield  back  the  balance  of  my 
time. 

Mr.  FLOOD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  just  less  than  a  week 
ago  we  acted  on  the  conference  report 
on  the  Labor-HEW  bill  of  almost  $19 
billion,  and  we  did  not  go  above  the 
budget.  When  the  House  originally 
passed  that  appropriation  bill  we  did  not 
go  above  the  budget  in  any  one  item.  This 
amendment  goes  above  the  budget  re¬ 
quest  of  $19.2  million.  This  goes  above 
that. 

I  would  like  to  make  it  clear  that  there 
is  no  idea  of  being  in  opposition  to  the 
merits  of  this  program.  There  is  a  desire 
to  have  a  report  on  planning.  In  about 
3  months  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  will  start  conducting  extensive 
hearings  on  the  next  budget,  including 
this  program.  There  is  a  request  here 
for  operational  projects  without  plan¬ 
ning  yet  having  been  done.  In  3 
months’  time  these  hearings  will  be  had 
and  the  House  and  this  committee  will 
know  the  details  much  better  than  any 
of  us  possibly  can  now. 

We  have  in  the  bill  half  of  the  min¬ 
imal  annual  authorization  for  grants  to 
the  States.  You  realize,  of  course,  that 
you  are  practically  half  way  through  the 
fiscal  year  period.  So  this  dovetails  with 
that.  Half  of  the  money  for  half  of  the 
fiscal  period.  What  could  be  fairer? 

In  addition  to  that,  this  bill  contains 
$650,000  for  studies  by  the  President’s 
Commission  on  the  Causes  and  Preven¬ 
tion  of  Violence  dealing  precisely  with 
this  overall  problem. 

It  deals  precisely  with  this  and  may 
I  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  this  $650,000 
is  the  full  budget  request. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  submit  that  with 
half  of  the  fiscal  period  gone,  for  all 
practical  purposes,  and  with  half  of  the 
authorized  funds  provided  to  meet  the 
planning  needs  in  that  half,  and  with 
this  amendment  going  over  the  budget 
request — I  submit,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
under  these  circumstances  we  must  of 
course  be  consistent  and  reject  this 
amendment. 

I  think  that  my  friend,  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Ptjgin ski]  knows  that  my  heart  stands 
with  his  on  this  program. 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FLOOD.  Of  course  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  First  of  all,  we  are  not 
halfway  into  the  fiscal  year.  I  am  sure 
the  gentleman  and  I  can  agree - 

Mr.  FLOOD.  Well,  we  will  be  before 
this  is  enacted  into  law,  the  funds  are 
allocated  to  the  States,  and  the  States 
put  them  to  effective  use. 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  Well,  we  are  not,  half 
through  the  year  by  over  2  y2  months,  and 
the  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  there  are 


20  States  which  now  have  some  plans 
for  initiation  and  implementation.  The 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  has  men¬ 
tioned  the  fact  that  we  have  $650,000  in 
this  bill  for  studies.  May  I  remind  the 
gentleman  that  we  have  spent  $40  million 
since  1960  on  studies.  We  have  studies 
coming  out  of  our  ears.  This  money  in 
my  amendment  is  designed  for  action 
programs  and  to  provide  an  opportunity 
to  help  these  young  people. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FLOOD.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  JONAS.  And,  is  it  not  true,  I  ask 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  that 
this  would  be  initiating  a  new  program? 

Mr.  FLOOD.  It  is  a  new  program;  of 
course  it  is. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Normally  is  it  not  true 
that  we  fund  those  in  the  regular  bills, 
while  we  are  dealing  here  with  a  sup¬ 
plemental  bill? 

Mr.  FLOOD.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  FLOOD.  I  yield  further  to  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  This  is  not  a  new 
program. 

Mr.  FLOOD.  I  have  no  desire  to  yield 
further  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
at  this  time. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

(Mr.  MAHON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to 
associate  myself  with  the  remarks  of  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mr.  Flood], 

This  is  a  new  program.  We  have  given 
it  $5  million.  It  seems  to  me  this  is  the 
proper  way  to  start  the  program.  I  would 
hope  that  the  committee  would  stay  with 
the  $5  million  and  let  us  get  this  pro¬ 
gram  going  as  soon  as  we  can  but  do  it  in 
an  orderly  manner,  and  that  is  to  do  the 
planning  first.  That  is  what  the  bill  pro¬ 
vides  for. 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  MAHON.  Yes;  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Illinois  for  a  question. 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  Did  I  understand  the 
gentleman  to  say  that  this  is  a  new  pro¬ 
gram?  Would  the  gentleman  yield  for  a 
reply  to  that?  There  are  20  States  that 
have  been  developing  these  programs 
since  1960.  This  is  not  a  new  program. 
You  have  already  expended  $40  million 
on  this  program. 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  decline  to  yield  further 
to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  So,  when  the  gentle¬ 
man  suggests  that  this  is  a  new  program, 
I  will  state  to  the  gentleman  that  it  is  not 
a  new  program. 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  decline  to  yield  further 
to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois.  I  shall 
just  read  from  the  bill,  and  this  is  the 
exact  language  proposed  in  the  budget 
request: 

For  carrying  out  the  purposes  of  the  Juve¬ 
nile  Delinquency  Prevention  and  Control  Act 
of  1968,  $5,000,000. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  that  all  debate 
on  this  amendment  do  now  close. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  of  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Mahon]. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Pucinski]  . 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

CHAPTER  VII 

DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
Office  of  the  Secretary 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and 
and  expenses”,  $250,000. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  intend  to  take 
the  full  5  minutes  either,  but  I  believe  it 
is  important  at  this  point  to  ask  a  ques¬ 
tion  of  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
committee.  I  am  sure  that  he  is  familiar 
with  this,  and  I  understand  that  a  num¬ 
ber  of  Members,  particularly  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works,  have  asked  ques¬ 
tions  with  regard  to  the  highway  trust 
funds,  and  cutbacks,  that  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  and  the  committee,  I  am 
sure,  are  familiar  with. 

However,  the  most  recent  cutback  has 
caused  probably  the  most  serious  prob¬ 
lems  in  the  highway  programing,  and 
highway  construction  industry  of  any 
cutbacks  previously  ordered  for  the  rea¬ 
son  that  the  announced  cutback  was  $200 
million  in  spending.  The  unannounced 
effect  of  the  cutback  is  in  excess  of  $1 
billion  in  obligational  authority  during 
a  brief  3 -month  period  between  the  date 
of  the  announcement  in  September  and 
the  December  1st  date. 

During  that  entire  period  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Transportation,  obviously  on  or¬ 
ders  of  the  President,  has  frozen  all  obli¬ 
gations  in  order  to  accomplish  a  $200 
million  expenditure  cutback.  This  results 
in  a  $1  billion  total  complete  freeze  on 
highway  construction  for  this  period  of 
about  3  months. 

All  previous  cutbacks  have  been  in  the 
form  of  $1  billion  or  $1.2  billion  in  cuts 
in  obligational  authority  and  the  States 
had  the  say-so  as  to  where  the  cuts 
would  come. 

This  cut  means  the  States  have  noth¬ 
ing  to  say  about  it.  It  is  an  absolute  freeze 
of  obligations  for  a  3-month  period 
amounting  to  $1  billion. 

But  I  ask  this  question  particularly  in 
view  of  the  express  language  in  the  1968 
Highway  Act,  stating  a  sense  of  Con¬ 
gress  prohibiting  the  withholding  or 
freezing  or  highway  trust  funds. 

Mr.  WYMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Wyman], 

Mr.  WYMAN.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

The  gentleman  knows  that  I  am  vitally 
interested  in  what  he  is  referring  to,  and 
that  I  have  an  amendment  designed  to 
prohibit  the  cutbacks  and  to  restore  the 
language  your  Committee  on  Public 
Works  wrote  into  the  1968  Highway  Act. 
The  gentleman  realizes  that  my  amend¬ 
ment  would  remove  from  the  language 
to  which  the  gentleman  has  referred  in 
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the  Highway  Act  of  1968;  the  precatory 
phraseology  adopted  in  the  other  body 
to  the  effect  it  was  merely  a  sense  of  the 
Congress,  instead  of  mandatory  law. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  understand  that,  and  I 
congratulate  the  gentleman  in  proposing 
that  change. 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  Hampshire. 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
want  to  thank  the  gentleman  for  having 
called  the  attention  of  this  body  to  a 
clear-cut  violation  by  the  administration 
of  legislative  language  which  was  passed 
and  signed  into  law  by  the  President  just 
last  August. 

It  makes  little  sense  for  us  to  pass  leg¬ 
islation  if  the  clear  intent  of  our  legis¬ 
lation  is  violated  a  month  later. 

As  I  recall,  the  same  thing  happened 
almost  a  year  ago,  and  at  those  hearings 
a  brief  was  submitted  by  Senator  Brooke, 
the  former  attorney  general  of  the  Com¬ 
monwealth  of  Massachusetts  in  which  he 
said  this  type  of  cutback  of  trust  funds 
was  illegal. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Yes,  and  of  course  the 
Attorney  General  of  the  United  States 
said  to  the  contrary.  And  it  was  on  the 
basis  of  that  that  the  decision  was  made 
to  do  it  by  Executive  order,  even  though 
it  was  opinion  of  most  of  the  Members 
who  helped  draft  the  1968  Highway  Act 
that  that  was  not  the  case. 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  for  yielding  and  I  commend  him 
and  my  colleague  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Wyman]  for  their  efforts  to  save 
our  highway  system  from  these  unjusti¬ 
fied  and,  in  my  opinion,  illegal  cutbacks 
and  freezes  of  trust  funds. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
question  I  wanted  to  ask  the  chairman 
was,  in  view  of  the  exclusions  or  excep¬ 
tions  made  here  under  the  basic  law 
itself,  the  Revenue  Expenditure  Control 
Act  relating  to  Vietnam  and  interest 
costs  and  veterans  benefits  and  social 
security  trust  funds,  then  the  new  excep¬ 
tions  made  in  specific  amounts  under 
this  bill  in  the  last  title,  title  X. 

The  question  I  am  asking  is :  Was  there 
any  consideration  given,  and  if  not,  could 
the  gentleman  indicate  why  not,  relating 
to  no  withholding  or  cutback  of  highway 
trust  funds? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  would  say,  briefly,  that 
the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
on  September  9,  in  the  Summer  Review 
of  the  1965  budget,  said  that,  if  we  did 
not  exempt  CCC  and  public  assistance, 
then  the  cut  in  the  various  other  pro¬ 
grams  would  be  $7  billion  or  so  rather 
than  $6  billion,  and  that  it  might  be 
necessary  to  cut  some  $200  million  in 
the  Federal  aid  highway  program. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  it  was 
up  to  Congress  to  make  the  $6  billion  ex¬ 
penditure  cut.  However,  we  have  made, 
or  will  probably  only  make,  about  a  $3.5 
billion  cut,  so  it  is  up  to  the  Executive 
to  make  the  selections  on  the  other;  the 
law  left  it  to  the  discretion  of  the  Ex¬ 
ecutive  as  to  where  the  additional  cuts 
should  be  made. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 


Urban  Mass  Transportation  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Urban  Mass 
Transportation  Administration,  including 
uniforms  and  allowances  therefor,  as  au¬ 
thorized  by  law  (5  U.S.C.  5901-5902);  hire  of 
passenger  motor  vehicles;  and  services  as 
authorized  by  5  U.S.C.  3109;  $300,000,  to  be 
derived  by  transfer  from  the  appropriation 
for  “Urban  mass  transportation  grants”. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WYMAN 

Mr.  WYMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Wyman:  On 
page  10,  line  21,  insert  the  following  para¬ 
graph  : 

“FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  FUNDING 

No  part  of  any  sums  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  for  expenditure  upon  any  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  highway  system  shall  be  withheld 
from  apportionment,  impounded,  or  other¬ 
wise  withheld  from  obligation  by  reason  of 
the  Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of 
1968,  or  any  other  provision  of  law,  except 
such  specified  sums  as  may  be  determined 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  after  con¬ 
sultation  with  the  Secretary  of  Transpor¬ 
tation,  as  necessary  to  be  withheld  from  ob¬ 
ligation  for  specific  periods  of  time  to  assure 
that  sufficient  amounts  will  be  available  in 
the  highway  trust  fund  to  defray  the  ex¬ 
penditures  which  will  be  required  to  be  made 
from  such  fund.” 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve 
a  point  of  order  on  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  from 
Texas  reserves  a  point  of  order  against 
the  amendment. 

(Mr.  WYMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  WYMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  is  designed  to  remedy  Exe¬ 
cutive  action  in  respect  to  cutbacks  in 
the  Federal-aid  highway  program  that 
are  violative  of  the  expressed  intent  of 
Congress  and  flout  its  will.  Such  action 
is,  as  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma 
said,  pennywise  and  pound  foolish.  These 
are  trust  fund  moneys  here  in  the  high¬ 
way  program,  and  their  deferral  does 
not  represent  a  reduction  in  the  spend¬ 
ing  program  but  only  a  postponement. 
Virtually  all  of  the  experts  in  the  field 
that  relate  to  highways  say  that  this 
$200  million  that  is  deferred  by  Execu¬ 
tive  order  against  the  will  and  intent  of 
Congress  is  going  to  cost  more  for  the 
taxpayers  of  the  Nation — much  more. 

But,  in  addition,  what  it  will  do  is  to 
stretch  it  out  and  delay  the  construction 
of  the  lifeblood  of  the  Nation,  which  is 
our  highway  system. 

This  House,  earlier  this  year,  in  Au¬ 
gust,  passed  almost  the  exact  language 
of  this  amendment  in  the  Highway  Act. 
But  when  the  bill  arrived  in  the  other 
body,  they  changed  it  by  adding  that 
most  iniquitous  and  invidious  of  all 
precatory  phraseology,  which  is  a  “sense 
of  Congress.”  This  means  nothing  at  all 
in  the  law  to  the  executive  branch. 

So,  of  course,  what  has  happened  so 
far  as  the  Chief  Executive  is  concerned 
is  perfectly  proper  and  perfectly  legal. 
But  it  thwarts  the  will  of  this  body.  It 
seems  to  me  now,  in  order  to  allow  order¬ 
ly  planning  in  the  highway  programs  and 
not  get  into  unwarranted  delays,  and  in 
accordance  with  the  policy  established 


for  those  exemptions  included  in  this 
bill  at  page  12  for  two  other  agencies,  and 
to  reflect  economy  in  the  long  run  for  the 
country,  we  should  add  the  exemption, 
proposed  by  my  amendment,  to  this  bill. 

I  sincerely  hope  that  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  committee  will  not  in¬ 
sist  upon  his  point  of  order. 

I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
Hampshire. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  have  already  said, 
these  cutbacks  of  trust  funds — as  distin¬ 
guished  from  general  revenue  funds — 
may  well  be  illegal.  I  applaud  my  col¬ 
leagues  efforts  on  behalf  of  the  highway 
program  and  its  uninterrupted  funding. 
As  a  member  of  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee,  I  think  the  language  of  this 
amendment  is  excellent  and  to  the  point. 
I  suport  it  and  urge  the  Chair  to  rule 
favorably  so  we  may  adopt  it. 

Mr.  ROONEY  of  New  York.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WYMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  ROONEY  of  New  York.  I  would 
like,  first,  to  inquire  of  the  gentleman 
whether  this  is  the  same  amendment  the 
gentleman  offered  in  the  full  committee. 

Mr.  WYMAN.  It  is.  I  thought  I  was 
dutybound  to  offer  the  amendment  in  the 
full  committee  before  offering  it  on  the 
floor. 

Mr.  ROONEY  of  New  York.  Does  not 
the  gentleman  think  that  the  law-en¬ 
forcement  agencies,  the  Federal  prison 
system,  the  U.S.  district  attorneys  offices, 
the  courts,  and  all  of  these  other  pro¬ 
grams  come  far  ahead  of  the  highway 
program  insofar  as  exemption  from  this 
law? 

Mr.  WYMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  permit  me  to  make  the 
observation,  I  tliink  all  matters  of  this 
nature  are  proper  problems  of  priority 
for  the  Appropriations  Committee.  I  am 
looking  here  with  this  amendment  to 
save  money,  not  only  to  save  money  in 
the  long  run,  but  to  get  our  roads  built. 

Mr.  ROONEY  of  New  York.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  always  thought  the  best  way  to 
save  money  was  not  to  spend  it. 

Mr.  WYMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  did 
not  yield  further  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  adoption  of  this 
amendment. 

I  make  one  other  observation,  which 
is  that  when  I  voted  against  the  tax  in¬ 
crease  I  warned  on  the  floor  of  this 
House  that  just  exactly  this  sort  of  thing 
would  happen  if  Congress  did  not  make 
the  cuts  itself.  The  Congress  did  not 
make  the  cuts,  and  I  hope  in  acting  on 
this  amendment  that  we  will  specify  cuts 
that  should  not  be  made  as  well  as  those 
that  should.  I  believe  it  is  in  the  public 
interest  to  go  ahead  on  our  road  sys¬ 
tem  and  save  the  money  that  will  be 
wasted  by  this  unwarranted  Executive 
action. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  insist  on  his  point  of  order? 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  insist 
on  the  point  of  order. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  New  Hampshire 
is  legislative  in  character  and  goes  to 
funds  not  carried  in  the  bill.  Clearly  in 
my  judgment  it  is  subject  to  a  point  of 
order,  and  I  make  the  point  of  order. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  New  Hampshire  wish  to  be  heard 
on  the  point  of  order? 

Mr.  WYMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  inquire 
whether  there  are  not  two  items  on  page 
12  of  the  bill  of  exactly  the  same  spe¬ 
cific  sort  of  thing? 

The  CHAIRMAN  (Mr.  O’Hara  of 
Michigan) .  The  Chair  is  prepared  to  rule. 

Without  going  into  the  question  of 
whether  or  not  the  items  on  page  12,  re¬ 
ferred  to  by  the  gentleman  from  New 
Hampshire,  would  be  subject  to  a  point 
of  order,  the  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  a 
resolution  was  adopted  by  the  House 
prior  to  consideration  of  this  bill  which 
specifically  waived  points  of  order  against 
the  bill. 

With  respect  to  the  point  of  order 
raised  by  the  gentleman  from  Texas,  the 
Chair  is  constrained  to  agree  that  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  New  Hampshire  does  constitute 
legislation  upon  an  appropriation  bill 
and  that,  in  addition,  the  amendment 
deals  with  funds  not  carried  in  this  bill. 

The  point  of  order  is  sustained. 

The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act 
op  1968 

Sec.  1002.  Expenditures  and  net  lending 
during  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969, 
by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  (not 
more  than  $907,000,000)  for  farm  price  sup¬ 
ports  (not  including  amounts  for  special  ac¬ 
tivities),  and  by  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  (not  more  than  $560,- 
000,000)  for  grants  to  States  for  public  as¬ 
sistance  as  authorized  by  the  Social  Security 
Act,  as  amended,  in  excess  of  the  respective 
amounts  estimated  therefor  on  pages  239  and 
15  of  the  Budget  for  1969  (H.  Doc.  225,  Part 
1 ) ,  and  new  obligational  and  loan  authority 
heretofore  or  hereafter  enacted  for  such  fiscal 
year  for  such  purposes  In  excess  of  the  respec¬ 
tive  amounts  estimated  therefor  on  pages  239 
and  306  and  307  of  the  Budget  for  1969,  shall 
not  be  counted  against  the  aggregate  limita¬ 
tions  on  expenditures  and  net  lending  and 
new  obligational  authority  and  loan  author¬ 
ity  prescribed  by  Sections  202(a)  and  203 
(a)  of  Title  II  of  the  Revenue  and  Exypendi- 
ture  Control  Act  of  1968. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  FINDLEY 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Findley:  On 
page  12,  on  line  8,  strike  all  after  the  second 
comma,  and  strike  all  of  lines  9  and  10. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  take 
this  time  even  at  this  late  hour,  because, 
frankly,  the  language  which  would  be 
stricken  by  my  amendment  is  what  this 
supplemental  is  really  all  about.  If  it 
were  not  for  this  exemption,  intended  to 
be  conveyed  to  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  I  question  whether  we 
would  be  here  at  all  today  with  a 
supplemental. 

There  is  very  little  money  in  this  bill, 
about  $100  million.  But  this  provision 
does  permit  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
exemption  in  the  operation  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  under  the 
Expenditure  Control  Act. 

The  farm  programs  are  financed 
through  the  CCC.  This  is  backdoor  fi¬ 
nancing.  The  only  possible  way  the 
economizers  can  exert  expenditure  con¬ 
trol  is  by  means  of  the  act  we  passed 


earlier  this  year.  Yet  here  we  have  before 
us  language  which  would  exempt  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  from 
this  control.  The  effect  of  my  amend¬ 
ment  would  be  to  retain  some  measure 
of  fiscal  restraint  over  the  operations  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture.  If  this 
exemption  stays  in  the  bill,  then  the 
money  of  the  CCC,  up  to  the  $907  mil¬ 
lion  at  least,  will  be  exempt  from  this 
control. 

I  am  sure  none  of  us  wants  the  belt¬ 
tightening  operation  to  neglect  any  de¬ 
partment  or  agency  of  Government. 

The  argument  may  be  raised  that  from 
the  outset  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  was  intended  to  be  exempted 
under  the  Expenditure  Control  Act,  but 
this  was  never  said  so  in  black  and  white 
or  said  so  verbally  to  my  knowledge.  This 
is  merely  an  idea  which  has  arisen  lately. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has 
plainly  said  by  letter  to  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  that 
he  has  found  ways  to  live  within  the 
Expenditure  Control  Act  except  for  $258 
million,  and  he  can  easily  take  care  of 
that  problem  and  more  simply  by  an¬ 
nouncing  that  in  the  new  feed  grains 
program  there  will  not  be  advance  pay¬ 
ments  in  the  springtime.  That  expendi¬ 
ture  can  be  set  over  to  the  next  fiscal 
year.  So  there  is  absolutely  no  necessity 
on  the  part  of  the  Congress  to  exempt 
the  CCC  from  the  application  of  the  dis¬ 
ciplines  intended  to  be  applied  by  the 
Expenditure  Control  Act. 

I  therefore  urge  support  of  my 
amendment. 

Mr.  PRICE  of  Texas.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas. 

Mr.  PRICE  of  Texas.  I  thank  the  gen-, 
tleman  for  yielding. 

I  should  like  to  ask  the  chairman  of 
the  committee  [Mr.  Mahon]  a  question. 
Has  there  been  an  estimate  this  year  as 
to  how  much  more  money  is  going  to  be 
needed  in  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  because  of  weather  conditions? 
Take  the  example  of  wheat  at  $1.17  a 
bushel.  It  is  my  understanding  they  had 
not  expected  this  amount  of  wheat  and 
grain  to  go  into  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation:  therefore,  in  order  for  the 
Government  to  comply  with  the  law  un¬ 
der  the  farm  program  they  are  going  to 
need  more  money  to  meet  these 
obligations. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  will  yield,  the 
estimate  we  got  last  week  in  testimony 
from  the  officials  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  is  that  $907  million,  addi¬ 
tional  to  the  expenditure  estimate  in  the 
January  budget,  would  be  needed  for 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  farm 
price  support  expenditures.  That  was 
based  on  the  September  crop  reports. 
These  are  uncontrollable  items  unless 
provisions  of  the  basic  farm  legislation 
are  changed.  They  stand  on  the  same 
footing  in  that  sense  as  public  assistance 
grants,  veterans  benefits,  and  social  se¬ 
curity.  They  arise  out  of  fixed  provisions 
of  law. 

And  may  I  add  the  point  here  also  is 
that  if  the  CCC  and  public  assistance 
exemptions  in  the  bill  are  not  enacted, 
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crippling  offseting  cuts  in  many  other 
programs  will  have  to  be  made,  because 
the  law  requires  a  net  overall  cut  of 
$6  billion  in  the  nonexempted  areas  of 
Government  spending.  This  point  is  cov¬ 
ered  in  the  report  of  the  committee  on 
this  bill. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Yes.  I  may  say,  Mr. 
Chairman,  in  this  same  letter  to  which 
I  referred,  dated  September  24,  signed 
by  Secretary  Freeman,  he  stated  that 
they  did  have  the  money,  the  resources 
to  meet  fully  all  contracts  under  the 
1968  year,  and  he  set  forth  in  addition 
the  items  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Serv¬ 
ice,  the  school  milk  program,  and  all  of 
that  which  might  be  pinched,  but  he 
did  by  this  letter  show  he  had  further 
ways  to  cut  back  $650  million.  Therefore, 
the  only  problem  is  $258  million,  not 
$907  million.  I  have  already  outlined  the 
means  by  which  this  problem  can  be  met. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

We  had  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  before  certain  members  of 
the  Appropriations  Committee  on  Octo¬ 
ber  2.  We  also  had  representatives  from 
the  Department  of  Agriculture.  At  that 
time  they  said  they  would  absorb  this 
$900  million  if  forced  to.  But  let  me  tell 
you  how  they  said  they  would  have  to 
do  it. 

First,  they  would  have  to  sell  FHA 
notes.  Second,  they  would  have  to  reduce 
Public  Law  480  expenditures.  They  would 
also  have  to  make  further  decreases  in 
other  programs,  including  food  stamps. 
And  they  would  probably  have  to  sell 
other  assets  to  meet  the  problem. 

On  the  other  hand,  they  said  they  could 
absorb  it  by  cutting  the  meat  and  poul¬ 
try  inspection  and  other  marketing  serv¬ 
ices  by  $153  million,  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  by  $249  million,  the  food  stamp 
program  by  $238  million — all  directed  to 
the  consumer  programs. 

If  they  directed  the  cut  in  other  di¬ 
rections,  they  said  they  might  cut  the 
Agricultural  Research  Service  by  $154 
million,  payments  to  State  extension 
services  by  $159  million,  the  REA  by  $369 
million,  the  Farmers  Home  by  $313  mil¬ 
lion,  the  Sugar  Act,  and  so  forth.  In 
other  words,  the  corporation  has  its 
obligation  to  carry  out.  Unless  we  go 
along  with  the  provisions  of  this  bill  we 
will  be  directing  a  susbtantial  cut  in  ad¬ 
dition  to  that  which  has  already  been 
imposed  by  the  $6  billion  expenditure 
cut  voted  earlier.  I  say  it  is  absolutely 
imperative  that  this  exception  to  the 
expenditure  control  legislation  be  made. 
Otherwise  it  could  completely  eliminate 
certain  other  operations  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Is  it  not  true  that  this 
matter  has  been  thoroughly  explored  and 
that  the  extra  costs  for  public  assist¬ 
ance,  including  medicaid,  were  not  con¬ 
templated  by  the  original  expenditure 
cut  of  $6  billion?  This  language  in  this 
bill  prevents  reductions  in  other  pro¬ 
grams  which  were  not  anticipated,  and 
which  Congress  did  •  not  contemplate, 
when  the  tax  bill  was  passed. 

I  see  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  Mills]  on  the  floor.  His  committee 
handled  the  expenditure  reduction  leg¬ 
islation.  I  am  sure  that  he  fully  agrees 
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that  this  provision  in  this  bill  is  neces¬ 
sary  and  that  the  Findley  amendment 
should  be  voted  down. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  That  is  certainly  cor¬ 
rect.  Unless  we  carry  these  two  provi¬ 
sions  you  will  have  voted  a  $7.2  billion 
to  $7.4  billion  cut,  instead  of  the  $6  bil¬ 
lion  cut  which  was  intended. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  all  debate  on  this  amendment  be 
concluded. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Texas. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Findley], 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  WHITTEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  reivse  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  my  at¬ 
tention  has  been  called  to  the  fact  that 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  contem¬ 
plates  reductions  in  the  Federal  Exten¬ 
sion  Service,  Farmers  Home  Administra¬ 
tion,  Consumer  and  Marketing  Service, 
Soil  Conservation  Service,  Economic  Re¬ 
search  Service,  Agricultural  Stabiliza¬ 
tion  and  Conservation  Service,  Rural 
Electrification  Administration,  Agricul¬ 
tural  Research  Service,  and  Foreign  Ag¬ 
ricultural  Service  for  the  purpose  of 
transferring  these  funds  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  Council  on  Youth  Opportunity,  the 
Interagency  Committee  on  Mexican- 
American  Affairs,  and  the  U.S.  Mexico 
Commission  for  Border  Development  and 
Friendship. 

This  is  in  contravention  of  section  508 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
Related  Agencies  Appropriation  Act,  1969 
(P.L.  90-46) .  However,  I  understand  that 
it  is  contended  that  it  is  within  section 
307  of  the  Independent  Offices  and  De¬ 
partment  of  Housing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment  Appropriation  Bill  of  1969,  H.R. 
17023.  On  the  face  of  it,  this  would  be  true 
as  to  authority,  but  not  as  to  intent  nor 
as  to  soundness.  Thus,  while  there  may 
be  authority,  certainly  there  is  no  man¬ 
date.  The  original  language  of  section 
307  in  the  Senate  version  of  the  bill, 
presumably  put  there  at  the  request  of 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  stated  the  au¬ 
thority  was  for  a  transfer  from  those  de¬ 
partments  and  agencies  interested  in 
these  new  programs. 

These  programs  in  no  way  compare  in 
value  to  those  which  the  Department 
would  reduce,  and  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  would  be  in  error  in  requiring 
these  reductions  for  these  purposes. 

I,  therefore,  filed  a  strong  protest,  not 
only  with  the  Department  but  with  the 
chairman  of  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee,  the  Budget  Director,  and  the 
President. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  had  contemplated 
offering  the  following  amendment  at  this 
point: 

On  page  12  after  line  24,  insert: 

“Sec.  1003.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropri-. 
ated  in  this  bill  shall  be  used  to  transfer 
funds  heretofore  appropriated  from  the  For¬ 
est  Service,  Extension  Service,  Farmers  Home 
Administration,  Consumer  and  Marketing 
Service,  Soil  Conservation  Service,  Economic 


Research  Service,  Agricultural  Stabilization 
and  Conservation  Service,  Rural  Electrifica¬ 
tion  Administration,  Agricultural  Research 
Service,  and  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  or 
from  other  agricultural  agencies  or  programs 
to  the  President’s  Council  on  Youth  Opportu¬ 
nity,  the  Interagency  Committee  on  Mexican- 
American  Affairs,  the  U.S. -Mexico  Commis¬ 
sion  for  Border  Development  and  Friendship, 
and  the  National  Council  on  Indian  Oppor¬ 
tunity,  or  to  purposes  other  than  that  for 
which  appropriated.” 

Having  discussed  this  situation  with 
Chairman  Mahon,  a  conferee  on  both  the 
Agriculture  and  independent  offices  ap¬ 
propriations  bills  and  who  agrees  that  a 
draft  of  funds  from  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  programs  for  the  President’s 
Council  of  Youth  Opportunity,  the  In¬ 
teragency  Committee  on  Mexican-Amer- 
ican  affairs  or  the  United  States-Mexico 
Commission  for  Border  Development  and 
Friendship,  but  they  should  be  financed 
from  other  sources,  I  shall  not  offer  such 
amendment. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  the  Committee  do  now  rise  and  re¬ 
port  the  bill  back  to  the  House  with  sun¬ 
dry  amendments  adopted  in  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole  House  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendation  that  the  amendments  be 
agreed  to  and  the  bill  as  amended  do 
pass. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Mills) 
having  resumed  the  chair,  Mr.  O’Hara 
of  Michigan,  chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of, 
the  Union,  reported  that  that  Commit¬ 
tee,  having  had  under  consideration  the 
bill  (H.R.  20300)  making  supplemental 
appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes, 
had  directed  him  to  report  the  bill  back 
to  the  House  with  sundry  amendments 
adopted  by  the  Committee  of  the  Whole, 
with  the  recommendation  that  the 
amendments  be  agreed  to  and  that  the 
bill  as  amended  do  pass. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  the 
previous  question  on  the  bill  and  all 
amendments  thereto  to  final  passage. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Mills)  .  Is  a  separate  vote  demanded  on 
any  amendment?  If  not,  the  Chair  will 
put  them  en  gros. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  engrossment  and  third 
reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

MOTION  TO  RECOMMIT 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Wisconsin.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  offer  a  motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  the 
gentleman  opposed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Wisconsin.  I  am  in  its 
present  form,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  Clerk 
will  report  the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Davis  of  Wisconsin  moves  to  recommit 
the  bill,  H.R.  20300,  to  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  the 
previous  question  on  the  motion  to 
recommit. 


The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 

question  is  on  the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  motion  to  recommit  was  rejected. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 

question  is  on  the  passage  of  the  bill. 

The  question  was  taken. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object 
to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present  and  make  the  point  of 
order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 

Chair  will  count. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  withdraw  my 

point  of  order. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
passage  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
who  spoke  on  this  bill  be  permitted  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks  and  to 
include  pertinent  tabular  material  and 
that  all  Members  may  have  5  legislative 
days  in  which  to  extend  their  remarks 
on  the  bill  just  passed  and  that  all  Mem¬ 
bers  may  extend  their  remarks  in  the 
body  of  the  Record  with  reference  to  the 
various  paragraphs  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


FURTHER  MESSAGE  FROM  THE 
SENATE 

A  further  message  from  the  Senate  by 
Mr.  Arrington,  one  of  its  clerks,  an¬ 
nounced  that  the  Senate  insists  upon  its 
amendments  to  the  bill  (H.R.  14096)  en¬ 
titled  “An  act  to  amend  the  Federal 
Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  to  in¬ 
crease  the  penalties  for  unlawful  acts 
involving  lysergic  acid  diethylamide 
.(LSD)  and  other  depressant  and  stim- 
\lant  drugs,  and  for  other  purposes,” 
disagreed  to  by  the  House;  agrees  to  the 
conference  asked  by  the  House  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses 
thereon,  and  appoints  Mr.  Hill,  Mr. 
Yarborough,  Mr.  Williams  of  New  Jer¬ 
sey,  Mr.  Pell,  Mr.  Kennedy,  Mr.  Javits, 
Mr.  Murphy,  and  Mr.  Dominick  to  be 
the  confereesSpn  the  part  of  the  Senate. 


COMMON  CARRIER  OPERATIONS  IN 
THE  DISTRICT'D F  COLUMBIA 

Mr.  McMILLAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  toVtake  from  the 
Speaker’s  desk  the  bill  CH  R-  18248)  to 
amend  the  act  of  August  \  1955,  relat¬ 
ing  to  certain  common  carrier  operations 
in  the  District  of  Columbia,  with  a  Sen¬ 
ate  amendment  thereto,  and  Concur  in 
the  Senate  amendment.  \ 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  Bill. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amendment, 
as  follows :  \ 
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Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause 
and  Insert: 

“That  section  2  of  the  Act  entitled  “An 
Act  to  pro^Hde  for  the  regulation  of  fares  for 
the  transportation  of  schoolchildren  in  the 
District  of  Columbia”,  approved  August  9, 
1955  (D.C.  Cod\  sec.  44-2 14a),  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows/ 

“‘Sec.  2.  In  the /as  e  of  any  common  car¬ 
rier  required  to  fiirnish  transportation  to 
schoolchildren  at  a  reduced  fare  under  this 
Act,  the  Washington'.  Metropolitan  Area 
Transit  Commission  shal\certify  to  the  Com¬ 
missioner  of  the  District  \f  Columbia,  with 
respect  to  each  calendar  mdnth  commencing 
with  September  1968,  and  \nding  August 
1971,  all  inclusive,  an  amount/which  is  the 
difference  between  the  total  of\all  reduced 
fares  paid  during  such  calendar/month  to 
such  carrier  by  schoolchildren  in  accordance 
with  this  Act  and  the  amount  whicn  would 
have  been  paid  during  that  month  t\  such 
carrier  if  such  fares  had  been  paid  at  the 
lowest  adult  fare  established  by  the  Com¬ 
mission  for  regular  route  transportation 
that  month.  The  certification  required  bj  , 
this  section  shall  be  made  for  each  such 
month  as  soon  as  practicable  following  thd> 
end  thereof.  The  Commissioner  of  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia,  upon  receiving  any  such 
certification,  shall  pay  the  carrier  with  re¬ 
spect  to  which  that  certification  was  filed 
an  amount  equal  to  the  amount  contained 
therein.’  ” 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  South  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

(Mr.  McMILLAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this . 
point  in  the  Record  and  to  include  ex¬ 
traneous  matter.) 

Mr.  McMILLAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill 
passed  the  House  on  July  22,  1968. 

It  passed  the  other  body  on  October  4, 
1968,  with  an  amendment. 

The  bill  provides  that  the  cost  of  school 
transportation  within  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia — over  and  above  the  authorized 
reduced  school  fare — shall  be  borne  by 
the  general  public,  and  not  solely  by 
transit  users.  The  bill  provides  a  formula 
under  which  the  District  of  Columbia 
government  would  pay  over  to  each  com¬ 
mon  carrier  required  to  furnish  trans¬ 
portation  to  schoolchildren  in  the  Dis¬ 
trict  at  a  reduced  fare,  the  difference  be¬ 
tween  such  reduced  school  fare  and  the 
lowest  adult  fare  chargeable  by  the  car¬ 
rier  for  regular  route  transportation. 

The  Washington  Metropolitan  Area 
Transit  Commission,  which  is  the  official,, 
body  exercising  regulatory  jurisdiction 
over  transit  carrier  rates  and  operations 
within  the  District  of  Columbia,  w/uld 
certify  to  the  District  government  the 
amount  payable  to  each  carrier^ 

As  amended  and  passed  by  the  Senate, 
H.R.  18248  would  require  monthly  cer¬ 
tification  and  payment  of  Uie  amounts 
due  from  September  1967  through  August 
1971. 

The  House  language  had  provided  for 
certification  and  paygrfent  on  an  annual 
basis. 

The  Senate  amendment  was  con¬ 
curred  in. 

A  motion  to  ^/consider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

y 

ADMINISTRATIVE  PROCEDURE  ACT 

Mr.  McMILLAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  desk  the  bill  (H.R.  7417)  to 


prescribe  administrative  procedures  for 
the  District  of  Columbia  government, 
with  a  Senate  amendment  thereto,  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 
The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment,  as  follows: 

Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause 
and  Insert: 

“short  title 

“Section  1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the 
‘District  of  Columbia  Administrative  Proce¬ 
dure  Act’. 

“other  authority 

“Sec.  2.  This  Act  shall  supplement  all 
other  provisions  of  law  establishing  proce¬ 
dures  to  be  observed  by  the  Commissioner, 
the  Council,  and  agencies  of  the  District 
government  in  the  application  of  laws  ad¬ 
ministered  by  them,  except  that  this  Act 
shall  supersede  any  such  law  and  procedure 
to  the  extent  of  any  conflict  therewith. 

“DEFINITION 

"Sec.  3.  As  used  in  this  Act — • 

“(1)  (a)  the  term  ‘Commissioner’  means  the 
Commissioner  of  the  District  of  Columbia, 
or\his  designated  agent; 

■\b)  the  term  ‘Council’  means  the  District 
of  Columbia  Council; 

“(2)\the  term  ‘District’  means  the  District 
of  Columbia; 

"(3)  the  term  ‘agency’  includes  both  sub¬ 
ordinate  agency  and  independent  agency; 

“(4)  the  tSrm  ‘subordinate  agency’  means/ 
any  officer,  employee,  office,  department,  AivV- 
sion,  board,  commission,  or  other  agency/of 
the  government \>f  the  District,  other  lihan 
an  independent  agency  or  the  Commissioner 
or  the  Council,  required  by  law  or/by  the 
Commissioner  or  the\Council  to  administer 
any  law  or  any  rule  adapted  uncj/r  the  au¬ 
thority  of  a  law; 

“(5)  the  term  ‘independent  agency’  means 
any  agency  of  the  government/  of  the  District 
with  respect  to  which  the  Commissioner  and 
the  Council  are  not  authorized,  by  law,  other 
than  this  Act,  to  establish  administrative 
procedures,  but  does  not  includeVhe  several 
courts  of  the  District  and  the  District  of 
Columbia  Tax  Coi 

“(6)  the  term  Yule’  means  the  whole  or 
any  part  of  any/ Commissioner’s,  Council's, 
or  agency  statement  of  general  or  particular 
applicability  amd  future  effect  designed 
implement,  interpret,  or  prescribe  law  or  pofi 
icy  or  to  describe  the  organization,  proce¬ 
dure,  or  practice  requirements  of  the  Com¬ 
mission^,  Council,  or  of  any  agency; 

“(7/the  term  ‘rulemaking’  means  Com- 
missjoner’s,  Council’s,  or  agency  process  for 
the/formulation,  amendment,  or  repeal  of  a 
ryne; 

“(8)  the  term  ‘contested  case’  means  a 
proceeding  before  the  Commissioner,  the 
Council,  or  any  agency  in  which  the  legal 
rights,  duties,  or  privileges  of  specific  parties 
are  required  by  any  law  (other  than  this 
Act) ,  or  by  constitutional  right,  to  be  deter¬ 
mined  after  a  hearing  before  the  Commis¬ 
sioner  or  the  Council  or  before  an  agency, 
but  shall  not  include  (A)  any  matter  sub¬ 
ject  to  a  subsequent  trial  of  the  law  and  the 
facts  de  novo  in  any  court;  (B)  the  selection 
or  tenure  of  an  officer  or  employee  of  the 
District;  (C)  proceedings  in  which  decisions 
rest  solely  on  inspections,  tests,  or  elections; 
and  (D)  cases  in  which  the  Commissioner, 
Council,  or  an  agency  act  as  an  agent  for  a 
court  of  the  District; 

“(9)  the  term  ‘person’  includes  individ¬ 
uals,  partnerships,  corporations,  associations, 
and  public  or  private  organizations  of  any 
character  other  than  the  Commissioner,  the 
Council,  or  an  agency; 

“(10)  the  term  ‘party’  includes  the  Com¬ 
missioner,  the  Council,  and  any  person  or 
agency  named  or  admitted  as  a  party,  or 
properly  seeking  and  entitled  as  of  right  to 
be  admitted  as  a  party,  in  any  proceeding 
before  the  Commissioner,  the  Council,  or  an 


agency,  but  nothing  herein  shall  be  construed 
to  prevent  the  Commissioner,  the  Council,  or 
an  agency  from  admitting  the  Commissioner, 
the  Council,  or  any  person  or  agency  as  a 
party  for  limited  purposes; 

“(11)  the  term  ‘order’  means  the  whole 
any  part  of  the  final  disposition  (whether 
affirmative,  negative,  injunctive,  or  declara¬ 
tory  in  form)  of  the  Commissioner  or  Council 
or  of  any  agency  in  any  matter  othpr  than 
rulemaking,  but  including  licensing 

“(12)  the  term  ‘license’  includes/the  whole 
or  part  of  any  permit,  certificate,  approval, 
registration,  charter,  membership,  statutory 
exemption,  or  other  form  /Of  permission 
granted  by  the  Commissioner/ the  Council,  or 
any  agency; 

“(13)  the  term  ‘licensing’  includes  process 
respecting  the  grant,  renewal,  denial,  revoca¬ 
tion,  suspension,  annulment,  withdrawal, 
limitation,  amendment,  modification,  or  con¬ 
ditioning  of  a  license  by  the  Commissioner 
or  the  Council  or van  agency; 

“(14)  the  terna  ‘relief’  includes  the  whole 
or  part  of  anj/ Commissioner’s  or  Council’s 
or  agency  (A)  grant  of  money,  assistance, 
license,  authority,  exemption,  exception, 
privilege,  dr  remedy;  (B)  recognition  of  any 
claim,  right,  immunity,  privilege,  exemp¬ 
tion,  or  exception;  and  (C)  taking  of  any 
otheyactlon  upon  the  application  or  petition 
of,  smd  beneficial  to,  any  person; 

/(15)  the  term  ‘proceeding’  means  any 
rocess  of  the  Commissioner  or  Council  or 
</an  agency  as  defined  in  paragraphs  (6),  (11), 
and  (12)  of  this  section;  and 

“(16)  'the  term  ‘sanction’  includes  the 
whole  or  part  of  any  Commissioner’s  or  Coun¬ 
cil’s  or  agency  (A)  prohibition,  requirement, 
limitation,  or  other  condition  affecting  the 
freedom  of  any  person;  (B)  withholding  of 
relief;  (C)  imposition  of  any  form  of  penalty 
or  fine;  (D)  destruction,  taking,  seizure,  or 
withholding  of  property;  (E)  assessment  of 
damages,  reimbursement,  restitution,  com¬ 
pensation,  costs,  charges,  or  fees;  (P)  re¬ 
quirement,  revocation,  or  suspension  of  a 
license;  and  (G)  taking  of  other  compulsory 
or  restrictive  action. 

“establishment  of  general  procedures 
“Sec.  4.  (a)  The  Commissioner  and  the 
Council  shall,  for  themselves  and  for  each 
subordinate  agency,  establish  or  require  each 
subordinate  agency  to  establish  procedures 
in  accordance  with  this  Act. 

“(b)  Each  independent  agency  shall  estab¬ 
lish  procedures  in  accordance  with  this  Act. 

‘(c)  The  procedures  required  to  be  estab- 
ished  by  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  this 
section  shall  include  requirements  of  prac¬ 
tice,  before  the  Commissioner  and  the  Coun¬ 
cil  aivd  each  agency. 

“official  publication 
“Sec.  X.  (a)  The  Commissioner  shall  pub¬ 
lish  at  regular  intervals  not  less  frequently 
than  once  every  two  weeks  a  bulletin  to  be 
known  as  theO District  of  Columbia  Register,’ 
in  which  shal\be  set  forth  the  full  text  of 
all  rules  filed  in.  the  office  of  the  Commis¬ 
sioner  during  the  period  covered  by  each 
issue  of  such  bulletin,  except  that  the  Com¬ 
missioner  may  in  iris  discretion  omit  from 
the  District  of  Columbia  Register  rules  the 
publication  of  which  w^uld  be  unduly  cum¬ 
bersome,  expensive,  or  otherwise  inexpedient, 
if,  in  lieu  of  such  publication,  there  is  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  Register  a  mstice  stating  the 
general  subject  matter  of  anyVule  so  omitted 
and  stating  the  manner  in  wlHch  a  copy  of 
such  rule  may  be  obtained. 

“(b)  All  courts  within  the  District  shall 
take  judicial  notice  of  rules  published  or  of 
which  notice  is  given  in  the  District/of  Co¬ 
lumbia  Register  pursuant  to  this  section. 

“(c)  Publication  in  the  District  of\Co- 
lumbia  Register  of  rules  adopted,  amended, 
or  repealed  by  the  Commissioner  or  Counci, 
or  by  any  agency  shall  not  be  considered  as\ 
a  substitute  for  publication  in  one  or  more 
newspapers  of  general  circulation  when  such 
publication  is  required  by  statute. 


Wednesday ,  October  9,  1968 


HIGHLIGHTS 


Daily  Digest 


Senate  requested  further  conference  with  House  on  Labor-HEW  appropria¬ 
tions  bill  and  adopted  conference  report  on  gun  control. 

^enate  committee  approved  supplemental  appropriations  bill.  / 

mse  passed  equal-time  requirements  bill  for  presidential  and  vice-presiden¬ 


tial  candidates;  and  the  supplemental  appropriations  bill. 

Senate 


// 


Chamber  Action 

Routine  Proceedings,  pages  S  1231 1-S  12342 

Bills  Introduced:  12  bills  and  sevhn  resolutions  were 
introduced,  as  follows :  S.  4164-4175 ;  and  S.  Res.  410-416. 

Pages  S  1 231 7\"S  1 2320-S  1 2322 

Bills  Reported:  Reports  were  made  as  follows : 

H.R.  18612,  to  enact  and  codify  the  general  and  per¬ 
manent  laws  relating  to  public  printing  and  documents 
(S.  Rept.  1621) ; 

H.R.  2288  and  H.R.  4939,  private  bills  (S.  Repts.  16^2- 
1623); 

H.R.  17864,  to  amend  titles  5,  10,  37,  and  42  of  the?. 
United  States  Code  dealing  with  government  organ iza? 
tions  and  employees,  the  Armed  Forces,  etc.  (S.  Rept. 
r624); 

S.  3517,  1339,  2584,  H.R.  1596,  and  2283,  privajie  bills 
(S.  Repts.  1625-1629) ; 

Report  of  Committee  on  Armed  Services  06  “Opera¬ 
tion  of  Article  VII,  NATO  Status  of  Forces  Treaty” 
(S.  Rept.  1630) ; 

H.R.  10256,  to  render  assertion  of  la^9  claims  by  the 
U.S.  based  upon  accretion  or  avulsion  subject  to  legal 
and  equitable  defense  to  which  private  persons  asserting 
such  claims  would  be  subject  (STvept.  1631) ; 

H.R.  15681,  authorizing  funds  for  the  foreign  mili¬ 
tary  sales  program  (S.  Rept.  1^32) ; 

s-  3373?  3392,  344°?  3447/H.R.  1528,  2263,  and  2282, 
private  bills  (S.  Repts.  163^-1639) ; 

H.R.  2792,  to  eliminate  the  statutory  prescription 
of  fees  under  the  Immigration  and  Nationality  Act 
(S.  Rept.  1640) ; 

H.R.  8096,  S.  7/393,  2957,  3289,  3464,  3573,  3776,  and 
H.R.  5818,  private  bills  (S.  Repts.  1641-1648) ; 

S.  2721,  to/provide  that  antitrust  suit  appeals  from  a 
U.S.  district  court  decision  may  only  be  taken  to  the 
Court  of Appeals  (S.  Rept.  1649) ; 

H.R/7567,  to  amend  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  with 
respect  to  the  definition  of  compensation  for  purposes  of 


tax  under  the  Railroa^/Retirement  Tax  Act  (S.  Rept. 
1650) ; 

H.R.  14095,  to  arzfend  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  so 
as  to  make  certair/changes  to  facilitate  the  production  of 
wine  (S.  Rept.  1051) ; 

H.R.  18486/to  amend  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  with 
respect  to  the  treatment  of  income  from  the  operation  of 
a  communications  satellite  system  (S.  Rept.  1652) ; 

H.Rya8942,  relating  to  the  income  tax  treatment  of 
certain  statutory  mergers  of  corporations  (S.  Rept. 
1:6= 

l.R.  2478,  private  bill  (S.  Rept.  1654) ; 

H.R.  15450,  to  broaden  the  term  “nonquota  immi¬ 
grant”  under  the  Immigration  and  Nationality  Act  to 
^include  certain  persons  serving  in  religious  capacities, 
/ith  amendments  (S.  Rept.  1655) ; 

1169,  private  bill  (S.  Rept.  1656)  ; 

H)R.  15003,  to  amend  the  tariff  schedules  so  as  to  pre¬ 
vent  the,  payment  of  multiple  customs  duties  in  the  case 
of  horses  temporarily  exported  for  the  purpose  of  racing, 
with  amendments  (S.  Rept.  1657) ; 

H.R.  17332^0  amend  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  re¬ 
garding  credits  and  payments  in  the  case  of  certain  use  of 
gasoline  and  lubricating  oil,  with  amendments  (S.  Rept. 
1658) ; 

H.R.  1 1394,  to  amehd  certain  provisions  of  the  Inter¬ 
nal  Revenue  Code  reliving  to  distilled  spirits,  with 
amendments  (S.  Rept. 

H.R.  18101,  to  amend  secthsm  337  of  the  Internal  Reve¬ 
nue  Code  with  respect  to  recognition  of  gain  or  loss  on 
sales  or  exchanges  in  connectio\  with  certain  liquida¬ 
tions,  with  amendments  (S.  Rept.  r66o) ; 

S.  Res.  82  and  S.  Res.  89,  private  resolutions  (S.  Repts. 
1661-1662) ; 

H.R.  3193,  private  bill  (S.  Rept.  1663) ; 

H.R.  859,  for  relief  of  public  utility  district  No.  1  of 
Klickitat  County,  Wash.  (S.  Rept.  1664) ;  \ 

H.R.  2760  and  5677,  private  bills  (S.  Repts,  1665- 
1666) ; and 
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\  S.  Res.  410-414,  authorizing  payment  of  gratuities  to 
shrvivors  of  deceased  Senate  employees  (no  written 

reports).  Pages  S  1 231 6-S  1 231 7,  S  12320 

Bill  Referred:  One  House-passed  bill  was  referred  to 
appropriate  committee.  page  s  12311 

President's  Communication — Supplemental  Appro¬ 
priations:  President  submitted  communication  trans¬ 
mitting  proposed  supplemental  appropriations  and 
other  provisions  Tor  fiscal  year  1969  in  the  amounts  of 
$469,829,000  in  budget  authority  for  executive  branch 
and  $4.18  million  im  proposals  not  increasing  budget 
authority — referred  toXCommittee  on  Appropriations 
and  ordered  to  be  printeXas  S.  Doc.  109.  page  s  1231 6 

Authority  To  Report:  Committee  on  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions  was  granted  until  midnight  tonight  to  file  report 
on  H.R.  15681,  authorizing  funds  for  the  foreign  mili¬ 
tary  sales  program.  \  PageS 12312 

Gun  Control:  Senate  adopted  conference  report  on 
H.R.  17735,  providing  for  better  controiof  the  interstate 
traffic  in  firearms.  Pagers  12343-s  12351 

Labor-HEW  Appropriations:  By  56  yeX  to  3  nays, 
Senate  adopted  conference  report  on  H.R.  1X337,  fiscal 
1969  appropriations  for  the  Departments  of  Labor  and 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  and  related  agencies. 
Senate  then  concurred  in  House  amendments  to  Senate 
amendments  Nos.  7,  n,  13,  15,  17,  19,  31,  32,  42,  40, 
and  52.  s 

Senate  rejected,  by  15  yeas  to  42  nays,  Hill  motion  to 
concur  in  House  amendment  to  Senate  amendment  Npf 
10  (funds  for  school  assistance  in  federally  impacted 
areas  and  providing  that  such  funds  shall  not  be  subject 
to  antideficiency  statute  and  shall  be  exempt  frdm  cer¬ 
tain  limitations  in  Revenue  and  Expenditure/  Control 
Act  of  1968),  following  which  Senate  adopted  Mundt 
motion  to  further  insist  on  Senate  amendment  No.  10. 

Hill  motion  to  recede  from  Senate  amendment  No. 
65  was  adopted.  / 

Senate  further  insisted  on  its  amendment  No.  10,  asked 
for  further  conference  with  Hope,  and  appointed  as 
conferees  Senators  Hill,  Russel,  Stennis,  Magnuson, 
Bible,  Byrd  of  West  Virginiyfavits,  and  Cotton. 

/  Pages  S  12354-S  12374 

Secretary  of  Senate:  Secmary  of  Senate  was  authorized 
to  receive  message  from  the  House  and  to  refer  same 
following  recess  of  Senate  today.  page  s  1 2374 

Authority  To  Meet:  Committee  on  Armed  Services 
was  authorized/to  meet  while  Senate  is  in  session  on 
Thursday,  October  10.  Page  s  12374 

Campaign^ Broadcast  Equal  Time:  By  unanimous 
consent.it  was  agreed  that  after  approval  of  Journal  on 
Thursday,  October  10,  Senate  will  take  up  the  matter  of 
concurring  in  House  amendments  to  S.J.  Res.  175,  sus¬ 
pending  for  the  1968  campaign  the  equal-time  require- 
rhents  of  section  315  of  the  Communications  Act  of  1934 


for  nominees  for  the  offices  of  President  and  Vice, 
President.  Page  si 2^4 

Gratuities:  Senate  adopted  S.  Res.  410-414,  authori/ng 
payment  of  gratuities  to  survivors  of  deceased  Senate 
employees.  Pag/s  12375 

Taxation:  Senate  continued  consideration  ofiH.R.  2767, 
to  allow  farmers  an  amortized  tax  deduction  for  assess¬ 
ments  levied  by  soil  or  water  conservation  districts,  but 
action  was  not  completed  thereon  an 9  it  remains  Sen¬ 
ate’s  unfinished  business.  /Pages  S  12342-S  12343 

Drugs:  Senate  insisted  on  its  afnendments  to  H.R. 
14096,  to  prescribe  penalties  fo / the  possession  of  LSD 
and  other  hallucinogenic  dndgs  by  unauthorized  per¬ 
sons,  agreed  to  hold  conference  with  House,  and  ap¬ 
pointed  as  conferees  Senators  Hill,  Yarborough,  Wil¬ 
liams  of  New  Jersey,  jteW,  Kennedy,  Javits,  Murphy, 
and  Dominick.  / _  page  12375 

Supplemental  Appropriations:  Notices  of  intention  to 
move  to  suspend  rules  for  purpose  of  proposing  amend¬ 
ments  to  H.R.  20300,  supplemental  appropriations  for 
fiscal  year  1969,  were  filed  by  Senators  Sparkman, 
McGee  (for  Magnuson),  and  Pastore  (two notices). 

/  Pages  S 12322-S 12323 

Confirmations:  Senate  confirmed  three  civilian  nomi¬ 

nations,  including  those  of  Will  E.  Leonard,  Jr.,  of 
Louisiana,  and  Herschel  D.  Newsom,  of  Indiana,  both  to 
be  members  of  the  Tariff  Commission;  one  judicial 
nomination;  and  42  postmaster  nominations. 

\  Pages  S  12376-S  12377 

Nomination:  One  judicial  nomination  was  received. 

\  Page  S 12376 

Quorum  Call:  One  quorum  call  was  taken  today. 

\  Page  S 12342 

Record  Votes:  Two  record  votes  were  taken  today. 

\  Pages  S  12367,  S  12371-S  12372 

Program  for  Thursday:  Senate  met  at  noon  and  re¬ 
cessed  at  6: io  p.m\until  io  a.m.  Thursday,  October  io, 
when,  after  approvabof  Journal,  it  will  take  up  matter  of 
concurring  in  House  amendments  to  S.J.  Res.  175,  cam¬ 
paign  broadcast  equal  time.  Senate’s  unfinished  business 
is  H.R.  2767,  taxation.  \.  pages  s  12374,  s  12376 

Committee  MeetingK 

( Committees  not  listed  did  not  meet )  \ 

APPROPRIATIONS— SUPPLEMENTAL 

Committee  on  Appropriations:  Committee,  in  execu¬ 
tive  session,  ordered  favorably  reported.  H.R.  20300, 
making  supplemental  appropriations  fo\  fiscal  year 
1969.  \ 

BANK  CREDIT  CARDS  \ 

Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency:  Subcommittee 
on  Financial  Institutions  held  hearings  to  receive  testi- 


t 


-  3  - 


dd'  '« 


8EMATE 


’R/.Pkl  AT! 


Passed, 


with  amendments  H.  R.  20300,  the  supplemental 
appropri  ation  hill  (pp.  812386,  S12lil>3“7 h)  *  Senate  and  House  conferees  were 
^ifjpoln t*.iJ  (pp.  512878*  H97$8 ) •  The  cornmi ttee  amendment  to  add  $160,000,000 
for  the  International  Development  Aeaooiation  was  str  ken  at  the  committee's 
request  ^p*  Tn  addition  to  the  commi  ttee  amendments  relating  to  this 

Department,  an  reported  in  Digest  167,  agreed  to  committee  amendments  to 
exempt  HUD  functions  under  the  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of  1968  from 
i Local  year  limitations  provided  by  fob.  10U  of  the  Government  Corporations 
Control  Act  (p.  3128|?5>),  to  change  the  name  of  the  Office  of  Emergency  Planning 
to  the  Of I'ice-  of  Emergency  Preparedness  (p.  S12895),  to  appropriate  $2,700,000 
for  the  Upper  Colorado  River  re'cTama tio'n  project  (p.  S12U96),  provide  $300,000 
for  the  National  Water  Commissi  on  (p.  S12856),  and  provide  $200,000  additional 
for  the  Council  of  Economic  Advisers  (p.  512U£6).  The  vote  on  exempting  CCC 
from  certain  expenditure  and'  obligation  limitations  was  31  to  2£  (pp.  512 8£7- 
6*). 


Ll6, 

5 


17. 


,'rXLDLIFE.  The  Commerce  Committee  reported  with 
prevent  the  importation  oi\endangered  species 


United  States; 
other  wildlife 


to  prevent  tF 
taken  contrai 


endments  H.  R.  11618,  to 
fish  or  wildlife  into  the 
interstate  shipment  of  reptiles,  amphibians,  and 
to  P  late  law  Rept.  1668),  p.  S12392 


POVERTY.  ,km.  Goodeil  was  appoirrted 
Basic  Needs  Among  the  People  of  tl 
Son.  Hart  commended  President  Jo) 


to  tb6  Select  Committee  To  Study  the  Unmet 
United  States,  p.  12379 
n yon’s  war  against  poverty.  pp.  S12U11-2 


I  ASTER  DOANS.  Sen.  Williams,  \)cl/  criticized  the  Small  Business  Administra¬ 
tion  l'  r  approving  a  disaster  loan  for  ^Fairbanks,  Alaska  Motel,  pp.  S12386-9 

OLDER  AMERICANS.  Sen.  Miller  inserted  Mr.  Dixon ’s  "Statement  on  the  Problems 
of  the  Aging."  pp.  S12389-9/  \ 

Seri.  Montoya  commended  President  Johnson ’ s\jrograms  aimed  at  helping 
older  Americano.  pP*  312327-8 

REPORT*  Sen.  Mansfield /inserted  a  list  of  8  00  bill's^  of  the  Johnson  administra¬ 
tion,  88th  to  90th  Coi'igress.  pp.  512808-9 

HF.AETH;  CONSUMERS.  /Sons.  Harris  and  Pastore  commended  thi 3  administration’s 
progress  in  health  and  consumer  protection,  pp.  SI2I4 lXj-— Si*  S12)j21 

Sen.  Di  rk3en/comr:iended  "Guidelines  for  Consumer  Education"  issued  by  the 
superintendent  of  public  instruction  Tor  Illinois,  p.  S12l?33 

-  22.  ECONOMY.  /n.  Dodd  pledged  himself  to  study  closely  and  evaluate  carefully  the 
"deluge"  /of  mergers  sweeping  the  country,  p.  S128l£  \. 

Sen /McIntyre  commended  the  steady  progress  of  the  American  economy.  pp< 

S1283/-3 

23.  CIVPL  Hi  CRTS.  Sen.  Harris  commended  the  progress  in  civil  rights  made  during 
no  Johnson  administration,  p.  S12817 

28 /FINANCE.  Son.  Hartke  inserted  Treasury  Secretary  Fowler’s  address  before  tkje 

International  Monetary  lurid  and  World  Bank  joint  session  in  which  he  discussed 
the  recent  international  cooperation  in  stabilizing  currencies  and  contending 
with  tl  10  gold  problem  and  set  forth  several  needs  as  goals  for  multilateral 

development  finance,  pp.  S12820-31 


25.  CONSERVATION.  Sen.  Hart  commended  the  90th  Congress  as  being  "one  of  the  r/eat 
conservation  Congresses."  pp.  S12U50-2 


26.  MEAT  IMPORTS.  Sen.  Hruska  criticized  the  announcement  by  Secretary  Freeman  that 
he  did\nct  intend  to  impose  quantitative  limitations  on  the  importation  of 
foreign\ieat  this  year.  p.  S12UWu 


27.  HOUSING.  Sen.  Byrd  cited  the  progress  toward  providing  better  housing  for  the 
nation  during,  this  administration,  pp.  S12l*38-1*0 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


28.  TAXATION.  H.  R.  20IR3  by  Rep.  Johnson,  Calif.,  and  H.  R./20l*30  by  Rep.  Don  H. 
Clausen,  relating  to\the  income  tax  treatment  of  the  compensation  received  from 
the  United  States  for\*eal  property  taken  by  the  act  df  the  Congress  which  es¬ 
tablished  the  Redwood  National  Park;  to  1-Jays  and  Means  Committee.  Remarks  of 
Rep.  Johnson  pp.  H973~6-7 


H.  R.  201*10  by  Rep.  Fraser,  to  share  Federal  % ax  revenues  with  State  and 
local  governments;  to  Ways  and  Means  Committee 

H.  R.  201*12  by  Rep.  Fraser\  to  amend  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  195U  to 
raise  needed  additional  revenue^  by  tax  reform;  to  Wq/  s  and  Means  Committee. 


c 


29.  HIGHWAY  BEAUTIFICATION.  H.  R.  20l*l\by  Re^.  Waggonner,  and  H.  R.  201*21  by 

Rep.  Komegay,"to  amend  section  13l\>f  fitle  23  of  the  United  States  Code;"  to 
Public  Works  Committee 


30.  EMPLOYMENT.  H.  R.  201*29  by  Rep.  Sch^uer,\and  S.  1*180  by  Sen.  Randolph  and  others, 
to  provide  a  comprehensive  program  of  employment  services  and  opportunities 
for  middle-aged  and  older  Americans;  to  Education  and  Labor  Committee  and 
Labor  and  Public  Welfare  Committee.  Remarks\>f  Sen.  Randolph  pp.  S12392-3 


c 


31.  EDUCATION.  S.  UH*8  by  Sen.  farborough,  to  improve  educational  quality  through 
the  effective  utilization xof  educational  technology;  to  Labor  and  Public 
Welfare  Committee.  Remarks  of  author,  pp.  S12399-R03 

H.  R.  201*07  by  Rep.  Fraser,  to  assist  local  educational  agencies  to  carry 
out  programs  for  more /effective  schools  where  there  are  high  concentrations  of 
children  from  low-income  families;  to  Education  and  Labhr  Committee. 

H.  R.  201*17  by  Rep.  Blackburn,  to  provide  educational 'assistance  under  chapter 
35  of  title  38,  United  States  Code,  to  children  of  civiliak  employees  of  the 
United  States  killed  abroad  as  a  result  of  armed  hqstilities\or  civil  disorder; 
to  Veterans'  Affairs  Committee.  Remarks  of  author  pp.  H9710- 


32.  CONSUMERS.  S.  1*185  by  Sen.  Javits,  to  provide  Federal  assistance\to  States  for 
establishing  and  s  rengthening  consumer  protection  urograms;  to  Commerce  Commit¬ 
tee.  Remarks  of  author  p.  S12l*03 


33.  ORGANIZATION.  H.  R.  201*08  by  Rep.  Fraser,  to  establish  a  commission  to^study 

the  organization  and  management  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government,  and 
to/recommend  changes  necessary  or  desirable  in  the  interest  of  government! 
efficiency  and  economy;  to  Government  Operations  Committee. 


31*.  BUILDINGS.  H.  A.  201*09  by  Rep.  Fraser,  to  apply  prevailing  wage  protection 

in  accordance  with  the  Davis-Bacon  Act  to  tne  construction  or  reconstruction  of' 
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October  10,  1968 

I.  PURPOSE  AND  BACKGROUND 

The  Foreign  Military  Sales  Act  is  Intended 
'to  consolidate  and  revise  provisions  of  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended, 
concerning  reimbursable  military  exports.  As 
suclk  the  bill  brings  together  all  legislation 
dealing  with  military  sales  by  the  United 
States  'to  friendly  countries — whether  for 
cash  or  on.  credit  terms. 

This  legislation  is  responsive  to  the  need 
for  a  consolidation  and  revision  of  the  basic 
authority  for\the  U.S.  Government  to  sell 
military  equipment  abroad.  This  requirement 
has  been  broughtkon  by  a  very  basic  shift  in 
the  composition  of  U.S.  military  assistance 
and  sales  programs  since  1962.  In  1962,  grant 
military  aid  appropriations  were  about  $100 
million  more  than  government-to-govern- 
ment  and  commercial  sales  orders;  by  1967, 
military  sales  were  nearly  three  times  as 
large  as  grant  aid  appropriations.  The  For¬ 
eign  Military  Sales  Act  is  intended  to  pro¬ 
vide  both  the  administrative  mfechanism  and 
the  general  legislative  authority \o  meet  the 
demands  of  this  drastically  expa\ded  sales 
program.  \ 

The  bill  is  also  intended  to  be  responsive 
to  congressional  concern  that  a  large  \piili- 
tary  sales  program,  unless  it  is  carefully 
managed,  may  contribute  to  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  regional  arms  races,  thereby  diverts, 
ing  scarce  economic  resources  and  contribut¬ 
ing  to  regional  tensions. 

The  bill  is,  therefore,  designed  to  clarify 
the  roles,  restraints  and  conditions  govern¬ 
ing  the  administration  of  U.S.  foreign  mili¬ 
tary  sales.  Particularly  noteworthy  are  pro¬ 
visions  for  the  elimination  of  the  revolving 
fund  for  financing  credits  and  guaranties, 
the  prohibition  of  funding  by  the  Export- 
Import  Bank  of  credit  sales  to  less  developed 
countries,  and  the  provisions  under  this  bill 
for  reports  to  the  Congress  on  sales  programs. 

II.  PROVISIONS  OF  THE  BILL 

This  bill,  which  authorizes  the  sale  of 
military  equipment  and  services  to  foreign 
countries  and  international  organizations,  is 
divided  into  four  chapters: 

Chapter  1,  entitled  ‘‘Foreign  and  National 
Security  Policy  Objectives  and  Restraints,” 
elaborates  U.S.  policy  with  regard  to  arms 
sales,  the  role  of  the  Department  of  State 
in  the  administration  of  the  bill  and  the 
conditions  under  which  and  the  purposes  for 
which  sales  may  be  made. 

Chapter  2,  entitled  ‘‘Foreign  Military  Sales 
Authorization,”  sets  forth  the  basic  substan¬ 
tive  authorization  for  making  military  sales. 

Chapter  3,  entitled  “Military  Export  Con -/ 
trols,”  sets  forth  the  limitations  on  the 
amount  of  sales  authorized  and  other  restric¬ 
tions  on  sales  as  well  as  defining  the  report- 
in  requirements.  / 

Chapter  4,  entitled  “General  Administra¬ 
tive  and  Miscellaneous  Provisions/  defines 
the  role  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  pro¬ 
vides  the  authority  for  the  repeal  of  statu¬ 
tory  provisions  superseded  by  /he  bill. 

Chapter  1 — Foreign  and  national  security 
policy  objectives  and / restraints 

Section  1.  The  need  for  international  de¬ 
fense  cooperation  and  ] military  export  con¬ 
trols. — This  is  a  statement  of  congressional 
policy  taken  in  part/from  section  521(a)  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act. 

Section  2.  Coordination  with  foreign  pol¬ 
icy. — This  section,  designed  to  protect  the 
authority  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  is  a  re¬ 
petition  of  section  622  of  the  Foreign  Assist¬ 
ance  Act.  / 

Section/ 3.  Eligibility. — This  section  is  a 
substantial  repetition  of  section  521(c)  of  the 
Foreigp  Assistance  Act,  which  was  added  by 
the  Senate  last  year.  Its  most  important  re¬ 
quirement  is  a  prohibition  on  the  resale  or 
ot/er  transfer  by  the  purchasing  country 
Without  the  consent  of  the  United  States. 
Another  requirement  is  a  prohibition  on  sales 
and  guaranties  where  they  would  have  the 


effect  of  arming  military  dictators  who  are 
denying  social  progress  to  their  own  people. 

Subsection  (b)  provides  that  any  nation 
seizing  an  American  vessel  or  taking  it  into 
custody  more  than  12  miles  from  the  coast 
of  that  country  would  also  be  ineligible,  but 
provision  is  made  for  a  Presidential  waiver. 

Section  4.  Purposes  for  which  military  sales 
by  the  United  States  are  authorized. — This 
is  a  substantial  repetition  of  section  502  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act.  It  limits  the 
purposes  of  military  sales  to  internal  secur¬ 
ity,  self-defense,  participation  in  regional 
arrangements,  participation  in  U.N.  collec¬ 
tive  measures,  or  civic  action.  It  also  denies 
guaranties  or  credits  for  the  purchase  of 
sophisticated  weapons  systems,  including  jet 
aircraft,  by  any  underdeveloped  country 
other  than  Greece,  Turkey,  Iran,  Israel,  the 
Republic  of  China,  the  Philippines,  or  Korea, 
unless  the  President  finds  that  such  financ¬ 
ing  is  important  to  the  national  security  and 
so  reports  to  Congress. 

Chapter  2 — Foreign  military  sales 

Section  21.  Cash  sales  from  stock. — This 
is  a  substantial  repetition  of  section  522  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  which  authorizes 
cash  sales  from  Defense  Department  stocks. 
The  only  important  difference  is  that  see/ 
tion  522  authorizes  up  to  3  years  for  pay¬ 
ment  whereas  the  proposed  new  section 
would  require  payment  within  120  d^tys. 

\  Section  22.  Procurement  for  cash  /ales. — 
This  is  a  substantial  repetition  oy  section 
523 \>f  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  .which  au¬ 
thorises  the  Defense  Department  to  enter 
into  procurement  contracts  on  behalf  of  pur- 
chasingxoun  tries.  / 

Sect  lon/3.  Credit  sales. —/This  key  section 
would  authorize  the  financing  of  the  pro¬ 
curement  of  nailitary  items  by  foreign  coun¬ 
tries  on  creditNterms  of/ up  .to  10  years.  Sec¬ 
tion  524(b)  (3)  of  the  foreign  Assistance  Act, 
which  was  enacte\htst  year,  authorizes  such 
credit  sales,  but  Requires  that  they  be  fi¬ 
nanced  from  military’  assistance  appropria¬ 
tions.  The  proposed  bill  (see  section  31,  be¬ 
low)  would  provide  a/separate  and  addi¬ 
tional  authorization  for /this  purpose.  The 
10-year  limitation  on  credit  terms  provided 
by  section;  23  is  new  but  reflects  Defense  De¬ 
partment;  policy.  Neither  the  ejtisting  law  nor 
the  proposed  bill  contains  minimum  inter¬ 
est  raxes.  Defense  Department  policy  in  gen- 
era/is  to  charge  the  going  market  rate. 

/Section  24.  Guaranties.- — This  key\section 
^would  reenact  authority  which  was  repealed 
by  Congress  last  year,  effective  June  30, 1968. 
The  proposed  new  section  authorizes  the 
issuance  of  guaranties  to  U.S.  businesses 
against  political  and  credit  risks  of  nonpay-' 
ment  arising  out  of  their  financing  of  credit 
sales  of  military  items  to  foreign  countries. 
It  specifically  excludes  guaranties  to  “United 
States  Government  agencies” — i.e.,  the  Ex¬ 
port-Import  Bank. 

Subsection  (b)  authorizes  the  sale  and 
guarantee  of  promissory  notes  issued  to  the 
United  States  by  foreign  countries  which 
have  bought  military  items  on  credit  directly 
from  the  Defense  Department.  Thus,  if  the 
Defense  Department  made  a  credit  sale  of, 
say,  jet  aircraft  to  country  A,  if  would  redis¬ 
count  country  A’s  note  with  a  commercial 
bank  (not  the  Eximbank)  and  guarantee  the 
note.  The  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  note 
would  be  transferred  to  the  Treasury  (see  sec¬ 
tion  37(b)  below). 

Subsection  (c)  would  require  a  25-percent 
reserve  against  guarantees.  This  reserve 
would  be  funded  from  appropriations  avail¬ 
able  for  credit  sales.  As  the  notes  which  had 
been  guaranteed  were  paid  off,  the  reserve 
funds  in  excess  of  25  pfercent  would  be  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  Treasury.  Prior  to  last  year’s 
congressional  action,  which  was  effective  June 
30,  these  deobligated  reserve  funds  were  re¬ 
turned  to  a  revolving  fund  to  finance  addi¬ 
tional  credit  sales  and  guarantees. 


Chapter  3 — Military  export  controls / 

Section  31.  Authorization  and  aggregate 
ceiling  on  foreign  military  sales  credits. — 
This  section  authorizes  the  appropriation  of 
$296  million  for  fiscal  year  1969  .to  finance 
military  credit  sales  and  guai/ntees.  The 
section  also  places  a  limit  of  $206  million  on 
total  credits  and  the  face  amount  of  guaran¬ 
tees  financed  during  fiscal  1069. 

The  limitation  of  guarantees  for  the  fiscal 
year  1968,  at  the  end  of  Which  the  authority 
for  guarantees  expired;  was  $190  million. 
There  was  no  explicit  1968  limitation  on 
credit  sales,  but  all/ such  sales  had  to  be 
financed  from  military  assistance  appropria¬ 
tions,  which  also  Kind  the  grant  program. 

Section  32.  Prohibition  against  certain  mil¬ 
itary  export  /financing  by  Export-Import 
Bank. — This /prohibits  the  Eximbank  from 
participating  in  any  credit  to  an  "economi¬ 
cally  less/developed  country”  for  military 
purchases. 

This/prohibition  goes  beyond  the  limita¬ 
tions/contained  in  Public  Law  90-267,  ap- 
pro/ed  March  13,  1968,  the  act  extending  the 
E/mbank’s  authority.  That  act  prohibits  the 
Bank  from  participating  in  credit  sales  or 
/guaranties  of  military  items  to  any  economi¬ 
cally  less  developed  country,  but  provides  a 
Presidential  waiver  on  a  finding  that  such 
participation  would  be  “in  the  national  in¬ 
terest.”  The  act  further  provides  a  ceiling  of 
7 y2  percent  of  the  Bank’s  total  lending  au¬ 
thority  on  its  participation  in  credits  and 
guaranties  for  military  sales  to  countries 
“which,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Board  of  Di¬ 
rectors  of  the  Bank,  are  less  developed.” 

Section  33.  Regional  ceilings  on  foreign 
military  sales. — Subsection  (a)  is  a  restate¬ 
ment  of  section  521(b)  of  the  Foreign  Assist¬ 
ance  Act,  which  limits  total  military  assist¬ 
ance  and  sales  (except  training)  to  Latin 
America  to  $75  million  a  year. 

Subsection  (b)  limits  to  $40  million  a  year 
the  total  military  assistance  and  sales  (ex¬ 
cept  training)  to  Africa.  Section  508  of  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  limits  such  assistance 
and  sales  (including  training)  to  the  same 
amount.  Thus,  the  proposed  ceiling  is  higher 
by  the  amount  of  the  training  (estimated  at 
$4.6  million  in  fiscal  1969). 

Subsection  (c)  authorizes  the  President  to 
waive  both  the  Latin  American  and  African 
limitations  when  he  determines  it  “to  be  im¬ 
portant  to  the  security  of  the  United  States” 
and  so  reports  to  Congress.  This  is  similar  to 
the  waiver  authority  of  section  614(a)  of  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act. 

Section  34.  Foreign  military  sales  credit 
standards. — This  section  simply  directs  the 
President  to  establish  standards  and  criteria 
,  for  credit  and  guaranty  transactions  "in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  foreign,  national  security, 
and  financial  policies  of  the  United  States.” 

Section  35.  Foreign  military  sales  credits  to 
less-tfeveloped  countries. — Subsection  (a)  is 
analogous  to  section  620 (s)  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act,  the  Symington  amendment 
of  1967  terminating  assistance  to  countries 
whose  military  expenditures  materially  in¬ 
terfere  with  their  development.  Section  35(a) 
would  make  such  countries  ineligible  for  fur¬ 
ther  military  sales,  credits,  or  guaranties.  Sec¬ 
tion  620(s)  would  continue  in  effect. 

Subsection  (b)\requires  semiannual  re¬ 
ports  of  Congress  of\sales,  credits,  and  guar¬ 
anties  for  economically  less  developed  coun¬ 
tries  as  well  as  forecasts. of  such  transactions. 
Section  634(d)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
requires  annual  reports  oi\projected  military 
sales.  \ 

Section  36.  Reports  on  dpmmercial  and 
governmental  military  export's. — Subsection 
(a)' is  identical  to  section  634(g)\of  the  For¬ 
eign  Assistance  Act  which  requires  semi¬ 
annual  reports  of  all  military  experts  from 
the  United  States.  \ 

Subsection  (b)  expands  the  reports  re¬ 
quired  by  section  634(d)  of  the  Foreign  As¬ 
sistance  Act.  The  proposed  new  subsection 
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wtmld  require  reports  by  country  of  sales  and 
estimated  future  orders  of  military  items, 
both\. ' under  Government  programs  and 
through  private  commercial  channels. 

Subsection  (c)  provides  that  nothing  in 
this  section  shall  be  construed  as  modifying 
in  any  wayvthe  provisions  of  section  414  of 
the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954,  as  amended, 
relating  to  munitions  control. 

Section  37.  fiscal  provisions  relating  to 
.  foreign  military  \sales  credits. — Subsection 
(a)  provides  that  cash  payments  received  in 
connection  with  salee  from  stock  and  con¬ 
tracts  for  procurements  as  well  as  down-pay¬ 
ments  received  in  connection  with  credit 
sales,  shall  be  available  solely  for  payments 
to  suppliers  and  refunds  t\purchasers.  Spe¬ 
cifically,  such  payments  areNiot  to  be  avail¬ 
able  for  financing  credits  and  guaranties. 

Subsection  (b)  provides  thad  repayments 
of  credits,  amounts  received  from  the  re¬ 
discount  of  notes,  and  other  collections  (in¬ 
cluding  interest  and  fees  charged  forVuaran- 
ties)  are  to  be  transferred  to  the  Treasury. 
Chapter  4 — General  administrative,  and 
cellaneous  provisions 

Section  41.  Effective  date. — The  proposed 
bill  would  be  effective  July  1,  1968,  which  is' 
also  the  effective  date  of  the  changes  en¬ 
acted  by  Congress  last  year. 

Section  42.  General  provisions. — Subsec¬ 
tion  (a)  is  a  repetition  of  the  third  and 
fourth  sentences  of  section  521(a)  of  the  For¬ 
eign  Assistance  Act,  having  to  do  with  pro¬ 
curement  in  the  United  States  or  through 
licensed  production  outside  the  United 
States. 

Subsection  (b)  is  a  repetition  of  section 
604(a)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  which 
establishes  requirements  for  procurement 
outside  the  United  States. 

Subsection  (c)  is  a  substantial  repetition 
of  section  623  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act, 
relating  to  the  responsibilities  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Defense. 

Section  43.  Administrative  expenses. — This 
section  authorizes  the  administrative  ex¬ 
penses  of  the  military  sales  program  to  be 
paid  from  funds  made  available  under  other 
laws  for  the  operations  of  the  agencies  con¬ 
cerned. 

Section  44.  Statutory  construction.— -This 
section  provides  that  nothing  in  the  bill  is 
to  be  construed  as  modifying  the  provisions 
of  the  Atomic  Energy  Act  of  1954,  as 
amended,  or  of  section  7307  of  title  10  of  the 
United  States  Code,  which  relates  to  lending 
naval  vessels  to  foreign  countries. 

Section  45.  Statutes  repealed  and 
amended. — This  section  repeals  the  sections 
of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  which  would  be 
superseded  by  this  bill,  and  makes  technical 
conforming  amendments  to  other  sections. 

Section  46.  Saving  provisions. — This  se| 
tion  continues  in  force  determinations  and 
other  actions  taken  pursuant  to  repealed/pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Ajrt.  Its 
most  important  effect  would  be  to  continue 
in  force  existing  findings  of  eligibility  of  for¬ 
eign  countries  to  make  military  pitychases. 

HI.  COMMITTEE  ACTIC 

A  message  to  Congress  frorr/the  President 
containing  proposals  govemmg  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  military  sales/  guarantees,  and 
credits  was  transmitted  tty  Congress  on  Feb¬ 
ruary  8,  1968.  A  letter  ftym  the  Secretary*of 
State,  transmitting  a  ctyaft  of  proposed  legis¬ 
lation  to  consolidattyand  revise  foreign  as¬ 
sistance  legislatioiyrelating  to  reimbursable 
military  exports  vfas  received  by  the  Senate 
and  referred  toAhe  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations  on  February  28,  1968. 

Hearings  oil  the  proposed  legislation  were 
held  on  Jutie  20,  1968,  with  the  Honorable 
Paul  C.  yarnke,  Assistant  Secretary  of  De¬ 


fense  for  International  Security  Affairs,  and 
Mr.  Henry  Kuss,  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary 
of  Defense  for  International  Logistics  Nego¬ 
tiations. 

On  October  9,  1968,  the  committee  met  in 
executive  session,  considered  the  bill  H.R. 
15681,  and  ordered  it  favorably  reported  with¬ 
out  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  amendment.  If  there  be  no 
amendment  to  be  proposed,  the  question 
is  on  the  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  a  third  reading, 
and  was  read  the  third  time. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
conferred  with  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hickenlooper]  and  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Delaware 
[Mr.  Williams],  and  there  is  no  objec¬ 
tion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
having  been  read  the  third  time,  the 
question  is.  Shall  it  pass? 

The  bill  was  passed. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
^move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
jll  was  passed. 

Ir.  PASTORE.  I  move  to  lay  that 
mo'binn  on  the  table. 

Tne  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  wa; 
agreechto 
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SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATIONS 
1969 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate  pro 
ceed  to  the  consideration  of  Calendar  No 
1660,  H.R.  20300,  the  supplemental  ap¬ 
propriation  bill.  This  has  been  cleared 
on  both  sides  of  the  aisle. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.R 
20300)  making  supplemental  appropria 
tions  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30 
1969,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill,  which  ha< 
been  reported  from  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  with  amendments. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  have  a 
statement  which  will  take  about  15  min 
utes  to  deliver.  I  note  that  the  Senator 
from  Florida  was  on  his  feet  at  the 
same  time  I  was.  Would  he  like  me  tc 
yield  briefly  to  him? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
prepared  to  handle  .the  supplementa] 
appropriations  bill,  and  I  had  hoped 
that  we  could  dispose  of  it  speedily.  It 
must  go  to  conference.  I  hope  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  can  withhold  his  re¬ 
marks  until  we  can  pass  the  bill. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  raised  this  matter  Iasi 
evening,  and  a  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest  was  approved.  I  could  defer  m3 
statement  if  the  measure  would  be  dis 
posed  of  promptly. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  wil 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  It  is  true  that  : 
commitment  was  made  to  the  distin. 


guished  Senator  from  Iowa.  I  would  hope 
that  the  manager  of  the  bill,  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  senior  Senator  from  Florida, 
would  allow  us  to  honor  that  commit¬ 
ment,  with  the  proviso  that  he  would  be 
recognized  at  the  conclusion  of  the  re¬ 
marks  of  the  Senator  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  make 
that  request.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  yield  for  such  time  as  has  been  cov¬ 
ered  by  the  agreement  made  last  night 
with  the  Senator  from  Iowa,  of  which 
I  knew  nothing;  but  with  the  under¬ 
standing  that  I  will  have  the  floor  when 
the  Senator  from  Iowa  concludes  his 
remarks 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Wil- 
LiAM9<f  without  losing  my  right  to  the 
floe 

t’he  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
ijection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


SMALL  BUSINESS  ADMINISTRATION 
APPROVAL  OF  DISASTER  LOAN 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  today  I  call  attention  to  a  highly 
questionable  procedure  followed  by  the 
Small  Business  Administration  in  ap¬ 
proving  a  disaster  loan  for  Mr.  L.  Donald 
Pruhs,  the  president  of  the  Golden  Nug¬ 
get  Motel,  Fairbanks,  Alaska. 

The  manner  in  which  the  Small  Busi¬ 
ness  Administration  under  the  guise  of 
approving  a  disaster  loan  for  Mr.  Donald 
Pruhs  allowed  him  to  refinance  a  pre¬ 
viously  outstanding  8-percent  mortgage 
with  a  3-percent  disaster  loan  resulted  in 
a  $21,000  savings  in  annual  interest 
charges.  Over  the  30-year  term  of  the 
disaster  loan  this  could  result  in  a  wind¬ 
fall  of  over  one-half  million  dollars. 

Such  refinancing  operations  were  not 
in  accord  with  the  established  rules  un¬ 
der  the  disaster  program,  and  questions 
to  the  propriety  of  this  convenient 
inangement  arise  when  it  is  noted  that 
th\  regulations  prohibiting  such  financ¬ 
ing  existing  debts  were  changed  by  the 
6  days  prior  to  the  approval 

of  this'  _ 

7(b)  of  the  Small  Business 
Act — 15  I>nited  States  Code  636 — au¬ 
thorizes  the'Small  Business  Administra¬ 
tion  to  administer  a  disaster  loan  pro¬ 
gram.  Under  tnis  program  the  Admin¬ 
istration  is  empowered  to  make  such 
loans — either  direcUy  or  in  participation 
with  lending  institutions.  These  loans 
may  be  made  as  mayV  determined  nec¬ 
essary  or  appropriated  to  individuals, 
business  concerns — regardless  of  size — 
and  various  nonprofit  organizations  hav¬ 
ing  a  tangible  profit  loss  aT,  a  result  of 
floods  or  other  catastrophes  iindesignated 
disaster  areas  and  to  small  busnaess  con¬ 
cerns  suffering  substantial  economic  in¬ 
jury  in  an  area  affected  by  a  disast 
There  is  no  statutory  limitation 
the  amount  of  a  disaster  loan;  the  ms 
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end  of  each  quarter  to  reimburse  States  for 
actual  expenditures  on  a  per  capita,  formula 
that  did  not  limit  the  total  amount.  This  is 
^virtually  the  only  way  to  assure  equal  treat¬ 
ment  under  the  law  to  all  persons  in  similar 
circumstances  in  situations  where  the  ex¬ 
tended  need  is  unpredictable. 

If  \he  precedent  of  this  Senate  action  were 
to  beNpplied  to  cash  payments  the  States 
would  forced  to  cut  assistance  grants  in 
order  to  naeet  Federal  requirements  of  open 
intake  anckequal  treatment.  The  effect  of 
such  cuts  irrsthe  present  state  of  urban  un¬ 
rest  is  hard  to  imagine.  In  any  case  tem¬ 
porary  Federal  economies  would  be  achieved 
at  state  expense. 

Relationship  of\high  to  low  standard 
States. — There  is  a\clear  implication  here 
that  states  without  medical  assistance  pro¬ 
grams — or  those  with\low  standards — are 
seeking  Federal  economies  at  the  expense  of 
the  States  with  better  programs.  The  effect 
here  is  to  try  to  pull  everyone  back  to  the 
lowest  common  denominator. 

Medical  effect. — This  memorandum  does 
not  deal  with  the  hardships  imposed  by  de¬ 
nial  of  medical  care  since  these  seem  self- 
evident.  However,  from  the  point  of\view  of 
long-run  economy,  the  best  investment  of 
public  funds  is  often  that  made  in^arly 
medical  care  for  those  marginal  income  : 

Hies  that  are  otherwise  self-supporting, 
this  way  health  can  be  quickly  restored  and 
long-term  dependency  prevented. 

THE  JOHNSON  YEARS :  A  NEW  PART¬ 
NERSHIP  WITH  INDUSTRY 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  dur¬ 
ing  the  last  decade  it  became  clear  that 
the  Federal  Government  alone  could  not 
meet  the  needs  of  our  society  and  its  in¬ 
dividuals.  In  order  to  operate  most  effec¬ 
tively,  local  government,  foundations, 
and  private  charities  would  need  to  join 
in  a  focused  attack  on  the  problems  fac¬ 
ing  us.  It  also  was  clear  that  the  private 
sector  with  its  tremendous  productive 
capability  and  inventive  genius  would 
also  have  to  be  enlisted  into  this  effort. 

The  traditional  partnership  of  the 
private  sector  and  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  was  based  on  a  relationship  of 
arms-length  transactions  where  an  un¬ 
easy  relationship  was  forced  to  develop 
because  profits  to  stockholders  coincided 
with  the  urgent  need  of  the  Governmen 
to  protect  the  national  interest.  Tfe 
problem  was  to  extend  this  partnership 
into  the  area  of  social  endeavor  an<S  the 
Johnson-Humphrey  administration  has 
done  more  to  further  this  partnership 
than  any  other  administrate 

This  partnership  of  progress  has 
grown  from  the  area  of  technological  ad¬ 
vances  like  Comsat,  the  development  of 
the  SST  and  business  voluntary  restraint 
in  the  balance-of-payn/ents  problem  to 
one  of  the  most  significant  and  least  no¬ 
ticed  of  the  President’s  achievements — 
the  involvement  of the  private  sector  in 
the  process  of  the  Nation’s  social  pro¬ 
grams.  The  Johnson-Humphrey  admin¬ 
istration  had  to  overcome  the  traditional 
uneasiness  he  tween  a  Democratic  admin¬ 
istration  arid  business.  As  this  was  done, 
businessman  realized  that  the  adminis¬ 
tration jyas  trying  to  recognize  legitimate 
private  interests  as  it  sought  to  secure 
the  Public  interest.  It  has  flourished  as 
pragmatic  leaders  like  President  John- 
and  Vice  President  Humphrey  took 
le  reins  of  Government  and  public-sec¬ 
tor  oriented  executives  like  Ford  and 


Kaiser  took  over  the  corporate  empires 
of  our  Nation.  On  any  given  day  we  can 
now  find  dozens  of  businessmen,  labor 
leaders,  professors  and  foundation  re¬ 
searchers,  doctors  and  lawyers  coming  to 
Washington  to  advise  and  help  plan 
America’s  future.  Out  of.  this  communi¬ 
cation  has  come  some  of  our  most  imag¬ 
inative  programs,  model  cities,  Headstart, 
rent  supplements  and  the  JOBS  program 
of  the  National  Alliance  of  Businessmen. 

It  was  under  President  Johnson’s  lead¬ 
ership  that  the  Nation’s  life  insurance 
companies  pledged  $1  billion  of  their 
own  capital  to  finance  housing  and  new 
businesses  in  the  Nation’s  ghettos.  Mil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  have  already  been  put  to 
work.  We  have  also  witnessed  the  start 
of  a  new  approach  to  public  housing  in 
Project  Turnkey,  and  we  have  witnessed 
the  passage  of  legislation  insuring  a  con¬ 
tinuing  effort  in  this  area.  Now  private 
builders  can  acquire  and  own  land, 
frame  their  own  designs  and  present  the 
Government  with  a  package  to  build  and 
operate  low-income  housing  projects. 

We  have  seen  the  formation  of  tfe 
National  Alliance  of  Businessmen  which 
in  less  than  9  months  obtained/  job 
pledges  for  175,000  hard-core  /Unem¬ 
ployed  and  75,000  of  these  jobs ^ftave  al¬ 
ready  been  filled. 

lost  recently,  the  National  Housing 
Partnership  has  been  forrned  insuring 
that  positive  action  will  bf taken  toward 
meeting\the  President’s  .goal  of  a  decent 
house  fok  every  American  at  a  price 
which  he  c^i  afford. 

The  foundations  of  this  partnership  of 
progress  are  solidly  based  in  our  free 
enterprise  system.  In  that  system,  of 
course,  the  progfeliing  force  of  business  is 
profits — and  /the  /sustaining  force  of 
labor  is  increased\  productivity  and 
higher  wages.  The  Johnson-Humphrey 
administration  saw  the\need  to  harness 
these  fin'ces  and  had  the\drive  and  ini¬ 
tiative  to  make  that  partnership  a  func¬ 
tioning  reality. 


SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATIONS, 
1969 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  20300)  making  supple¬ 
mental  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  at  the 
request  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pastore],  I  am 
handling,  at  this  time,  the  first  supple¬ 
mental  appropriation  bill  for  fiscal  1969 
upon  which  the  Senate  committee  held 
full  hearings  day  before  yesterday. 

I  want  to  make  it  clear,  in  these  hur¬ 
ried  days  preceding — we  hope — adjourn¬ 
ment  sine  die,  that  this  labor  was  dis¬ 
tributed  among  the  six  Senators  who  are 
members  of  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee.  As  a  result  of  that  distribution 
we  had  six  different  hearings  going  on, 
and  the"  day  before  yesterday  we  com¬ 
pleted  hearings  on  this  quite  large  bill. 

The  markup  occurred  yesterday.  The 
bill  comes  j  up  for  consideration  today. 
The  report  on  the  bill  is  on  the  desk  of 
every  Senator. 

In  the  beginning,  I  call  attention  to 
the  fact  that  there  is  a  great  disparity 


between  the  amount  of  the  bill  as  passed 
by  the  House,  $123  million  plus,  and  the 
amount  of  the  bill  reported  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  committee,  and  now  under  consider¬ 
ation,  which  is  $674  million  plus. 

The  reason  for  that  is  the  receipt  by 
the  Senate  of  supplemental  budget  es¬ 
timates  not  considered  by  the  House,  in 
the  amount  of  $470,179,000.  In  other 
words,  our  hearings  covered  not  only  all 
items  upon  which  the  House  had  acted, 
but  also  the  items  included  in  the  sup¬ 
plemental  requests,  totaling  $470  million 
plus.  So  that  the  amount  of  the  bill  as 
now  reported  and  being  considered  is 
$674,797,727. 

Mr.  President,  while  I  shall  gladly  con¬ 
sider  any  questions  that  any  Senator  has, 
since  the  bill  contains  a  large  number 
of  separate  items  found  in  a  great  num¬ 
ber  of  different  agencies  of  our  Govern¬ 
ment,  I  shall  confine  myself  to  special 
mention  of  items  which  the  staff  has  felt 
and  which  I  also  feel  are  of  sufficient 
general  interest  as  to  be  reported. 

The  first  is  the  recommendation  of  the 
committee  for  a  $150,000  appropriation 
to  cover  the  operations  of  the  Coopera¬ 
tive  Extension  Service  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  here  in  the  District 
of  Columbia.  Under  legislation  which  we 
passed  early  in  the  session,  the  Federal 
City  College  has  now  been  set  up  and 
has  commenced  its  first  term  with  sev¬ 
eral  thousand  students.  It  was  the  view 
of  the  committee  that  the  District  was 
as  much  entitled  to  the  operation  of  the 
Agricultural  Extension  Service  and  its 
work,  particularly  in  such  fields  as  home 
economics  and  health  services,  4-H  work, 
and  the  like,  as  was  any  other  part  of 
the  Nation.  Therefore,  we  included  the 
$150,000  at  this  time. 

Under  the  food  stamp  program,  we 
raised  the  amount  of  $40  million  provid¬ 
ed  in  the  House  bill  to  $90  million,  which 
covers  the  entire  budget  request. 

We  did  that  in  view  of  the  history  of 
the  program.  The  legislative  bill  was 
passed  just  a  few  weeks  ago  after  a  long 
i  conference  enlarging  the  food  stamp 
*  program  for  this  fiscal  year  by  the 
amount  of  $90  million. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]  who  is  the 
leader  in  this  whole  food  stamp  effort 
was  exceedingly  interested  in  our  mak¬ 
ing  available  the  entire  amount  of  $90 
million  which,  as  explained  to  us  by  the 
Department,  would  only  be  sufficient  to 
carry  on  the  present  operation  and  to 
permit  their  extension  to  counties 
previously  approved  which  are  now 
urgently  requesting  the  food  stamp  serv¬ 
ice  for  the  poor  people  in  those  counties. 

The  third  item  which  I  mention 
specifically  is  the  item  found  on  page  7 
of  the  report,  which  covers  the  military 
assistance  program  and  that  particular 
part  which  has  to  do  with  foreign  mili¬ 
tary  credit  sales.  This  was  not  considered 
by  the  House  of  Representatives  but  had 
reached  the  Senate  pursuant  to  legisla¬ 
tion  which  has  been  passed  by  both 
Houses  in  the  amount  of  $296  million. 

The  amount  of  $296  million  is  the 
amount  provided  by  that  legislation, 
which  has  passed  both  Houses. 

I  want  to  call  specific  attention  to  the 
next  item,  at  the  top  of  page  8  of  the 
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report,  which  the  chairman  will  be 
obliged  to  have  deleted  from  the  bill,  due 
to  the  understanding  we  had  in  com¬ 
mittee  at  the  markup. 

The  Senate  will  note  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  recommendation  of  $160  million 
as  our  country’s  additional  subscription 
to  the  International  Development  Asso¬ 
ciation  was  made,  and  I  quote  from  the 
report:  “with  the  understanding  that  it 
will  be  deleted  if  authorizing  legislation 
does  not  pass.” 

Mr.  President,  I  am  sorry  to  report  that 
I  am  informed  by  the  clerk  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  that  legislation  is  not  being  con¬ 
sidered  for  passage  at  this  time  and  will 
not  pass  at  this  session. 

I  ask  now  for  deletion  from  the  bill 
of  the  $160  million  provided  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  budget  request  and  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with -the  legislation  which  was 
introduced  but  upon  which  no  progress 
has  been  made. 

Mr.  President,  I  offer  that  amend¬ 
ment  at  this  time  on  behalf  of  the  com¬ 
mittee — on  page  6  of  the  printed  bill,  to 
strike  out  lines  16  to  20,  inclusive,  as 
follows: 

SUBSCRIPTION  TO  THE  INTERNATIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT  ASSOCIATION 

For  payment  of  the  first  of  three  install¬ 
ments  of  the  increased  participation  of  the 
United  States  in  the  International  Develop¬ 
ment  Association,  as  authorized  by  law,  $160,- 
000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  would  advise  the  Senator  from 
Florida  that  it  will  take  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  take  that  up  at  this  time  because 
there  are  prior  committee  amendments 
to  be  considered. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Well,  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  for  this  item  to 
be  taken  up  and  for  this  action  to  be 
taken.  I  am  simply  carrying  out  instruc¬ 
tions  given  me  by  the  full  committee  in 
making  this  request. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Florida?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered,  and  without  objec¬ 
tion  the  committee  amendment  on  page 
6  is  amended  by  striking  out  lines  16  to 
20. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

The  next  item  I  will  mention  appears 
at  the  bottom  of  page  8  of  the  report. 
I  am  going  to  ask  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pastore]  to  discuss 
this  matter  briefly,  but  it  has  to  do  with 
an  appropriation  for  the  adequate  op¬ 
eration  of  the  six  libraries  that  honor 
six  Presidents — Hoover,  Roosevelt,  Tru¬ 
man,  Eisenhower,  Kennedy,  and  John¬ 
son. 

I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is¬ 
land  to  make  a  further  explanation. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  I  really 
think  further  explanation  is  absolutely 
superfluous.  In  his  introduction,  the 
Senator  from  Florida  has  fully  and 
properly  explained  it.  The  situation  is 
that  much  remains  to  be  done  in  gather¬ 
ing,  sorting,  and  cataloging  much  of  the 
material  that  will  go  to  the  Presidential 
libraries.  These  libraries  are  maintained 
for  the  benefit  and  edification  of  the 
American  people,  to  carry  on  the  tradi¬ 
tion  of  America,  no  less  than  in  honor 
of  our  Presidents. 


Under  our  proposal,  the  amount  is 
$748,000.  This  we  have  obligated  in  the 
following  way:  $93,000  will  go  to  the 
Hoover  Library;  $122,000  will  go  to  the 
Roosevelt  Library;  $86,000  will  go  to  the 
Truman  Library;  $110,000  will  go  to  the 
Eisenhower  Library;  $237,000  will  go  to 
the  Kennedy  Library;  and  $100,000  will 
go  to  the  Johnson  Library. 

Millions  and  millions  of  Americans 
will  continue  to  visit  these  historic 
libraries,  and  a  tremendous  amount  of 
research  is  made  by  students.  These 
libraries  are  temples  of  inspiration.  I 
think  the  codification,  preservation,  and 
conservation  of  these  records  for  the 
benefit  of  American  posterity  is  a  per¬ 
fect,  permanent  patriotic  investment. 
That  our  people  can  forever  appreciate 
the  glories  and  beauties  of  our  American 
way  of  life  is  a  dividend  that  can  never 
diminish. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  my  distin¬ 
guished  friend.  I  think  that  it  is  an  ex¬ 
tremely  important  objective  that  every 
American  would  want  to  see  fulfilled. 

The  next  point  I  will  mention  partic¬ 
ularly  has  to  do  with  the  appropriation 
shown  on  the  bottom  of  page  10  of  the 
report,  which  is  a  recommendation  of 
$2,052,000  in  connection  with  the  better 
servicing  of  our  efforts  to  help  Indian 
students. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  last 
paragraphs  at  the  bottom  of  page  10  of 
the  report  be  inserted  in  the  Record  to 
explain  how  this  appropriation  would  be 
used. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  extract 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Chapter  V 

DEPARTMENT  OP  THE  INTERIOR 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 
Education,  and  Welfare  Services 


Appropriation,  1969 _ $140,  693,  000 

Budget  amendment  (H.  Doc. 

318)  -  10,  752,  000 

House  allowance _  752,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  2,  052,  000 


The  committee  recommends  an  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $2,052,000  for  education  and  welfare 
services.  This  is  $8,700,000  under  the  budget 
estimate  and  $1,300,000  over  the  House  al¬ 
lowance. 

Of  the  amount  recommended,  $352,000  is 
for  scholarship  aid  to  Indians  which  will 
provide  one-half  year  funding  for  600  stu¬ 
dents  ($300,000)  and  supplemental  grants 
for  about  520  students  ($52,000).  The  re¬ 
maining  $1,700,000  is  for  adult  vocational 
training  and  will  provide  for  establishment 
and  operation  of  a  vocational  and  prevoca- 
tional  training  center  at  Fort  Lincoln  near 
Bismarck,  N.  Dak. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  the 
next  one  that  I  mention,  because  so  many 
Senators  had  an  interest  in  the  setting 
up  of  the  Redwood  National  Park  in 
California,  which  we  recently  set  up,  is 
the  raising  of  the  House  allowance  from 
$53  to  $92  million  to  cover  the  full  amount 
needed  for  that  acquisition.  W6  made  a 
legislative  taking  in  that  case.  We  can¬ 
not  proceed  to  pay  for  it  only  one  half 
at  a  time.  This  item  is  also  to  pay  for 
what  we  owe  in  connection  with  the  ac¬ 
quisition  of  land  at  the  Cape  Hatteras 
National  Seashore,  which  is  $2.5  million 
of  the  total  amount. 
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The  next  item  which  I  shall  mention 
pertains  to  juvenile  delinquency  pre¬ 
vention  and  control.  That  item  will  be 
found  on  page  14  of  the  report.  It  will 
show  that  we  raised  the  House  allowance 
from  $5  to  $12  million.  I  think  Senators 
who  read  the  report  will  feel  that  that  is 
the  least  we  should  do  to  carry  out  the 
program  we  adopted  earlier  in  this  Con¬ 
gress  in  connection  with  the  important 
objective  of  preventing  juvenile  delin¬ 
quency  and  the  control  of  the  juvenile 
delinquency  after  it  has  occurred. 

In  that  appropriation,  incidentally, 
$650,000  is  included  for  the  newly  set  up 
commission  of  the  President  on  the 
causes  and  prevention  of  violence,  which 
was  not  considered  by  the  House. 

Mr.  President,  in  the  legislative  branch, 
I  want  to  mention  one  item  only  that  was 
strongly  urged  by  the  majority  leader 
and  with  which  we  found  the  committee 
unanimously  in  sympathy,  and  that  was 
the  setting  up  in  the  office  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Senate  the  position  of  Cura¬ 
tor  of  Art  and  Antiquities  of  the  Senate, 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  Sen¬ 
ate  Resolution  382,  which  we  adopted 
sometime  ago.  This  item  provides  not 
only  the  setting  up  of  that  office,  at  the 
expense  of  $16,570,  but  also  provision  of 
$11,250  for  the  operation  of  that  office. 

Another  important  new  item  is  the 
$300,000  which  we  allowed,  shown  on 
page  17  of  the  report,  for  the  operations 
of  the  National  Water  Commission,  which 
we  recently  set  up,  and  which  is  study¬ 
ing  the  water  problems  of  the  entire  Na¬ 
tion,  and  particularly  in  those  areas 
where  those  problems  have  become  very 
acute.  We  felt  we  should  no  longer  delay 
the  financing  of  the  activities  of  that 
commission,  but  should  allow  it  to  pro¬ 
ceed. 

There  is  one  other  appropriation  shown 
on  page  19  of  the  committee  report.  We 
recommended  $500,000  for  the  Foreign 
Direct  Investment  Control  Office.  That 
was  an  office  established  on  January  1„ 
1968,  by  executive  order  of  the  President, 
to  deal  with  our  troublesome  questions 
of  balance  of  payments  and  to  keep  in 
close  touch  with  the  problem  and  the 
progress,  if  any,  we  are  making  to  solve 
it.  We  think  that  committee  is  per¬ 
forming  very  worthwhile  work,  and  we 
noted  that  they  were  not  able  to  proceed 
in  the  directions  that  they  wanted  to  with 
available  appropriations.  We  were  glad 
to  allow  the  $500,000  covered  by  the 
budget  to  permit  it  to  fully  function. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  only  one  more  in¬ 
dividual  item  to  speak  on,  and  that  is  an 
item  for  the  Secret  Service,  which  ap¬ 
pears  on  page  22  of  the  report,  which  was 
agreed  to  by  all  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  first 
paragraph  of  that  part  of  the  report 
which  deals  with  the  U.S.  Secret  Service 
be  included  in  my  statement  at  this  point 
to  furnish  a  complete  description  of  what 
we  have  done. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  extract 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

U.S.  SECRET  SERVICE 

Section  3056  of  title  18,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  by  striking  out  the  second  clause 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
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“protect  the  person  of  a  former  President  and 
his  wife  during  his  lifetime,  the  person  of  the 
widow  of  a  former  President  until  her  death 
or  remarriage,  and  minor  children  of  a  former 
President  until  they  reach  sixteen  years  of 
age,  unless  such  protection  is  declined.’’ 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
going  to  discuss  chapter  13  separately, 
which  deals  with  proposed  exemptions 
from  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure  Con¬ 
trol  Act  of  1968.  Since  I  understand  that 
there  will  be  some  objections  to  those  sec¬ 
tions,  and  I  know  of  no  objections  to  the 
earlier  committee  amendments  or  com¬ 
mittee  recommendations,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  at  this  time  that  all  of  the 
committee  recommendations  through 
chapter  12  of  the  bill  be  approved  at  this 
time,  with  the  understanding  that  they 
will  be  regarded  as  original  text,  no 
points  of  order  being  waived,  and  with  a 
full  chance  to  return  to  any  item  if 
any  Senator  wishes  to  do  so.  I  ask  that 
the  amendments  be  agreed  to  in  bloc. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendments  agreed  to  en  bloc  are 
as  follows: 

On  page  2,  after  line  2,  insert: 

“Extension  Service 

"COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS 
AND  EXPENSES 

"Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘Payments 
to  States  and  Puerto  Rico’,  for  payments  for 
extension  work  under  section  109  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  Public  Education  Act, 
as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  20,  1968 
(Public  Law  90-354),  $150,000.” 

On  page  2,  at  the  beginning  of  line  15, 
strike  out  “$40,000,000”  and  insert 
“$90,000,000”. 

On  page  2,  after  line  21,  insert: 

“Commodity  Exchange  Authority 
“salaries  and  expenses 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘Salaries 
and  expenses’,  $400,000.” 

On  page  3,  after  line  10,  insert: 

“Farmers  Home  Administration 
“salaries  and  expenses 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘Salaries 
and  expenses’,  including  necessary  expenses, 
not  otherwise  provided,  for  carrying  out  the 
responsibilities  of  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  under  sections  235  and  236  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Housing  Act,  as  amended  by  sections 
101(a),  201(a),  respectively,  of  the  Act  of 
August  1,  1968  (Public  Law  90-448), 

$955,000.” 

On  page  3,  after  line  19,  insert: 

“SELF-HELP  HOUSING  LAND  DEVELOPMENT 
FUND 

“For  direct  loans' pursuant  to  section  523  ( b) 
(1)  (B)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  (42  U.S.C. 
1471-1490)  and  related  advances,  $1,000,000, 
to  remain  available  until  expended.” 

At  the  top  of  page  4,  insert: 

“MUTUAL  AND  SELF-HELP  HOUSING 

“For  grants  pursuant  to  section  523(b) 
(1)  (A)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  (42  U.S.C. 
1471-1490) ,  $2,700,000,  to  remain  available 
until  expended.” 

On  page  4,  after  line  13,  insert: 
“Commission  on  Revision  of  the  Criminal 
Laws  of  the  District  of  Columbia 

“SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

“For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  Title 
X  of  the  Act  of  December  27,  1967  (81  Stat. 
742-743) ,  establishing  the  Commission  on  Re¬ 
vision  of  the  Criminal  Laws  of  the  District 
of  Columbia,  $150,000,  to  remain  available 
until  expended.” 


On  page  5,  line  5,  after  the  word  “ex¬ 
penses”,  strike  out  “$5,500”  and  insert 
"$1,049,500”. 

On  page  5,  after  line  5,  insert: 

"Public  safety 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘Public 
safety’,  $136,000.” 

On  page  6,  after  line  6,  insert: 

“CHAPTER  III 

“FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  FUNDS  APPRO¬ 
PRIATED  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 
“military  assistance 
"Foreign  military  credit  sales 

“For  expenses  of  financing  sales  of  defense 
articles  and  defense  services,  as  authorized 
by  law,  $296,000,000,  to  remain  available 
until  expended.” 

At  the  top  of  page  7,  change  the  Chapter 
number  from  “III”  to  “IV”. 

On  page  7,  line  8,  after  “(Public  Law 
90-321)”,  strike  out  “$200,000”  and  insert 
“$400,000”. 

At  the  top  of  page  8,  insert: 

“OPERATING  EXPENSES,  NATIONAL  ARCHIVES  AND 
RECORDS  SERVICE 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘Operating 
expenses,  National  Archives  and  Records 
Service’,  $748,000.” 

On  page  8,  after  line  4,  insert: 

“ALLOWANCES  AND  OFFICE  FACILITIES  FOR 
FORMER  PRESIDENTS 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘Allowances 
and  Office  Facilities  for  Former  Presidents’, 
$40,000,  and  funds  appropriated  under  this 
head  shall  be  available  hereafter  for  travel 
and  related  expenses  of  former  Presidents 
and  not  to  exceed  two  members  of  their 
staffs.” 

On  page  8,  after  line  11,  insert  11: 

“Securities  and  Exchange  Commission 

“SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘Salaries  and 
expenses’,  $200,000.” 

On  page  9,  line  2,  after  “(82  Stat.  477  and 
498)”,  strike  out  “$5,000,000”  and  insert 
“$11,500,000”;  in  line  5,  after  the  word  “ex¬ 
ceed”,  strike  out  “$15,000,000”  and  insert 
“$75,000,000”;  and,  in  line  6,  after  the  word 
"exceed”,  strike  out  “$15,000,000”  and  insert 
“$75,000,000”. 

On  page  9,  after  line  7,  insert: 

“LOW  AND  MODERATE  INCOME  SPONSOR  FUND 

“For  the  low  and  moderate  income  sponsor 
fund,  authorized  by  section  106  of  the  Hous¬ 
ing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of  1968  (82 
Stat.  490),  $2,000,000.” 

On  page  9,  after  line  11,  insert: 

“Federal  Housing  Administration 
“SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

“For  necessary  administrative  expenses  of 
programs  of  mortgage  credit,  not  otherwise 
provided  for,  $1,250,000.” 

On  page  9,  after  line  15,  strike  out: 
“Limitation  on  Nonadministrative  Expenses, 
Federal  Housing  Administration 

“In  addition  to  the  amount  made  available 
under  this  head  for  the  current  fiscal  year, 
not  to  exceed  $3,500,000  shall  be  available  for 
nonadministrative  expenses.” 

And,  in  lieu  thereof,  insert: 

"Limitation  on  Administrative  and  Nonad¬ 
ministrative  Expenses,  Federal  Housing 

Administration 

“In  addition  to  amounts  made  available 
under  this  head  for  the  current  fiscal  year, 
not  to  exceed  $350,000  shall  be  available  for 
administrative  expenses  and  not  to  exceed 
$3,500,000  shall  be  available  for  nonadminis¬ 
trative  expenses.” 

On  page  10,  line  8,  after  “(82  Stat.  81)”, 
strike  out  “$1,000,000”  and  insert  “$7,000,- 
000”. 

On  page  10,  after  line  18,  insert: 
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“GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

“Sec.  401.  Subject  to  the  limitations  in 
this  Act,  the  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  is  authorized,  with  respect  to 
any  activity  authorized  by  the  Housing  and 
Urban  Development  Act  of  1968  and  made 
subject  thereby  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Government  Corporation  Control  Act,  as 
amended,  to  make  such  expenditures,  within 
the  limits  of  funds  and  borrowing  authority 
available  for  such  activity  and  in  accord 
with  law,  and  to  make  such  contracts  and 
commitments  without  regard  to  fiscal  year 
limitations  as  provided  by  section  104  of  the 
Government  Corporation  Control  Act,  as 
amended,  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out 
the  applicable  provisions  of  the  Housing  and 
Urban  Development  Act  of  1968  during  the 
current  fiscal  year. 

"Sec.  402.  Reorganization  Plan  Numbered 
1  of  1958,  as  amended,  is  further  amended 
by  striking  out  ‘Office  of  Emergency  Plan¬ 
ning’  wherever  appearing  therein  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘Office  of  Emergency 
Preparedness.’  Any  reference  in  any  other 
law  to  the  Office  of  Emergency  Planning 
shall,  after  the  date  of  this  Act,  be  deemed 
to  refer  to  the  Office  of  Emergency  Prepared¬ 
ness.” 

On  page  11,  line  15,  change  the  Chapter 
number  from  “IV”  to  “V”. 

On  page  11,  line  20,  after  the  word  “serv¬ 
ices”,  strike  out  “$752,000”  and  insert  “$2,- 
052,000”. 

On  page  12,  line  1,  after  “(16  U.S.C. 
4601-7)  ”,  strike  out  “$53,000,000”  and  insert 
“$92,000,000”. 

On  page  12,  line  8,  after  the  word  “ex¬ 
pended”,  strike  out  “$55,500,000”  and  insert 
“$94,500,000”;  and,  in  line  9,  after  the  word 
“exceed”,  strike  out  “$46,000,000”  and  insert 
“$85,000,000”. 

On  page  12,  line  15,  after  the  word  “pro¬ 
tection”,  strike  out  “$100,000”  and  insert 
“$421,000”. 

On  page  12,  line  19,  after  the  word  “fa¬ 
cilities”,  strike  out  “$50,000”  and  insert 
“$169,000”. 

On  page  12,  after  line  23,  insert: 

“INDIAN  HEALTH  ACTIVITIES 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘Indian 
health  activities,’  $850,000.” 

On  page  13,  line  3,  after  the  word  “facili¬ 
ties”,  strike  out  “$3,350,000”  and  insert  $4,- 
944,000”. 

On  page  13,  line  5,  change  the  Chapter 
number  from  “V”  to  “VT”. 

On  page  13,  after  line  7,  insert: 

“office  of  education 

“elementary  and  secondary  educational 
activities 

“higher  educational  activities 

“Appropriations  for  ‘Elementary  and  sec¬ 
ondary  educational  activities’  and  ‘Higher 
educational  activities,’  for  the  fiscal  year 
1969,  shall  be  available  in  an  amount  not  to 
exceed  $3,000,000  for  necessary  expenses  for 
planning  the  implementation  of  new  and 
expanded  programs  of  the  Office  of  Education 
under  legislation  enacted  during  the  second 
session  of  the  90th  Congress,  to  be  derived 
from  funds  available  for  the  purposes  of 
Title  III,  Elementary  and  Secondary  Educa¬ 
tion  Act,  as  amended.” 

On  page  13,  after  line  20,  insert: 

“HIGHER  EDUCATIONAL  ACTIVITIES 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘Higher  edu¬ 
cational  activities’  for  programs  of  special 
service  to  disadvantaged  college  students,  and 
for  payments  authorized  by  section  108(b)  of 
the  District  of  Columbia  Public  Education 
Act,  as  amended  (Public  Law  90-354,  ap¬ 
proved  June  20,  1968),  $7,741,000  of  which 
$500,000  shall  be  available  for  such  special 
service  programs.” 

On  page  14,  after  line  5,  strike  out: 

“For  carrying  out  the  purposes  of  the  Ju¬ 
venile  Delinquency  Prevention  and  Control 
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Act  of  1968,  $5,000,000:  Provided,  That  none 
of  the  funds  contained  herein  shall  be  used 
to  make  grants,  under  Title  I  of  said  Act,  in 
excess  of  the  following:  (1)  $12,500  each  to 
the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  American  Samoa, 
and  the  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Is¬ 
lands,  (2)  $50,000  to  each  of  the  50  States, 
the  District  of  Columbia,  and  the  Common¬ 
wealth  of  Puerto  Rico.” 

And,  in  lieu  thereof,  insert: 

“For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the 
Juvenile  Delinqency  Prevention  and  Con¬ 
trol  Act  of  1968  (Public  Law  90-445,  approved 
July  31,  1968),  $12,000,000,  including  $650,- 
000  for  support  of  the  President’s  Commis¬ 
sion  on  the  Causes  and  Prevention  of  Vio¬ 
lence.” 

At  the  top  of  page  15,  change  the  Chapter 
number  from  “VI”  to  “VII”. 

On  page  15,  after  line  2,  insert: 

“SENATE” 


On  page  15,  after  line  3,  insert: 

“Salaries,  Officers  and  Employees 


“office  of  the  secretary 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  office  of  the 
Secretary,  $16,570:  Provided,  That  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  employ  a  Curator  of  Art  and  An¬ 
tiquities  at  not  to  exceed  $22,089  per  annum. 

On  page  15,  after  line  9,  insert: 

“Contingent  Expenses  of  the  Senate 
“miscellaneous  items 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  Miscellane¬ 
ous  Items,  $11,250,  for  expenses  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  on  Art  and  Antiquities  of  the  Senate. 

On  page  16,  after  line  11,  insert. 

“Capitol  Police 
“general  expenses 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘General 
Expenses’,  $34,000.” 

At  the  top  of  page  17,  insert: 

“CHAPTER  VIII” 


On  page  17,  after  line  1,  insert: 

“PUBLIC  WORKS 

“DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
“Bureau  of  Reclamation 
“UPPER  COLORADO  RIVER  STORAGE  PROJECT 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  the  “Upper 
Colorado  River  Storage  Project’  for  the  Up¬ 
per  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund,  $2,700,000, 
to  remain  available  until  expended. 

On  page  17,  after  line  8,  insert: 

“INDEPENDENT  OFFICES 


“National  Water  Commission 
“salaries  and  expenses 
“For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
Act  of  September  26,  1968  (Public  Law  90- 
515)  including  compensation  of  the  Execu¬ 
tive  Director  at  level  IV  of  the  Executive 
Schedule,  $300,000.” 

On  page  17,  after  line  15,  insert: 

“CHAPTER  IX” 

On  page  17,  after  line  16,  insert: 

“STATE  JUSTICE,  COMMERCE,  AND  THE 
JUDICIARY 

“DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 


“Legal  Activities  and  General 
Administration 


“salaries  and  expenses,  general 
administration 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘Salaries 
and  expenses,  general  administration’, 
$136,000.” 

At  the  top  of  page  18,  insert: 

“DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 
“Maritime  Administration 
"state  marine  schools 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  “State  ma¬ 
rine  schools’,  for  liquidation  of  obligations  in¬ 
curred  for  payment  of  allowances  for  uni¬ 
forms,  textbooks  and  subsistence  of  cadets  at 


State  marine  schools,  to  remain  available 
until  expended,  $210,000,  to  be  derived  by 
transfer  from  the  amounts  for  administrative 
and  warehouse  expenses  in  the  appropriation 
for  ‘Ship  construction’.” 

On  page  18,  after  line  10,  insert: 

“Foreign  Direct  Investment  Control 
“salaries  and  expenses 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘Salaries  and 
expenses’,  $500,000.” 

On  page  18,  after  line  14,  insert: 

“THE  JUDICIARY 

“Courts  of  Appeal,  District  Courts,  and 
Other  Judicial  Services 

"SALARIES  OF  JUDGES 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘Salaries  of 
judges’,  $51,000.” 

On  page  18,  after  line  20,  insert: 

“SALARIES  OF  SUPPORTING  PERSONNEL 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  of 
supporting  personnel’,  $38,000.” 

At  the  top  of  page  19,  insert: 

“TRAVEL  AND  MISCELLANEOUS  EXPENSES 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘Travel  and 
miscellaneous  expenses’,  $45,000.” 

On  page  19,  after  line  3,  insert: 

“ADMINISTRATIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 
COURTS 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘Adminis¬ 
trative  Office  of  the  United  States  Courts  , 
$15,000.” 

On  page  19,  line  8,  change  the  chapter 
number  from  “VH”  to  “X”. 

On  page  20,  after  line  2,  strike  out: 
“Urban  Mass  Transportation 
Administration 
"SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

“For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Urban 
Mass  Transportation  Administration,  includ¬ 
ing  uniforms  and  allowances  therefor,  as  au¬ 
thorized  by  law  (5  U.S.C.  5901-5902);  hire  of 
passenger  motor  vehicles;  and  services  as 
authorized  by  5  U.S.C.  3109;  $300,000,  to  be 
derived  by  transfer  from  the  appropriation 
for  ‘Urban  mass  transportation  grants’.” 

On  page  20,  line  11,  change  the  Chapter 
number  from  “VIII”  to  “XI”. 

At  the  top  of  page  21,  insert: 

“united  states  secret  service 

“Section  3056  of  title  18,  United  States 
Code  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  second 
elapse  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  fol¬ 
lowing  :  ‘protect  the  person  of  a  former  Presi¬ 
dent  and  his  wife  during  his  lifetime,  the 
person  of  the  widow  of  a  former  President 
until  her  death  or  remarriage,  and  minor 
children  of  a  former  President  until  they 
reach  sixteen  years  of  age,  unless  such  pro¬ 
tection  is  declined’.” 

On  page  21,  after  line  8,  insert: 

“EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 
“Council  of  Economic  Advisers 
“salaries  and  expenses 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘Salaries 
and  Expenses’,  $200,000.” 

On  page  21,  line  14,  change  the  chapter 
number  from  “IX”  to  “XII”. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  now 
come  to  the  general  provisions  of  chap¬ 
ter  13. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield,  before 
he  proceeds  to  that? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  under¬ 
stand  that  in  requesting  agreement  to 
the  committee  amendments,  the  Senator 
left  out  page  6,  lines  16  through  20. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
I  had  already  requested  that  those  lines 
be  omitted,  and  consent  was  given  for 


its  consideration  separately.  It  was  omit¬ 
ted  from  the  bill.  I  am  glad  the  Senator 
brought  up  the  point  that  the  paragraph 
dealing  with  the  International  Develop¬ 
ment  Association  has  been  deleted  from 
the  bill  already. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Chair 
would  like  the  Senator  from  Florida,  if 
he  would,  to  identify  by  line  and  page, 
when  he  states  “through  chapter  12.” 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  item  which  we 
have  deleted  is  found  on  page  6  of  the 
printed  bill,  beginning  at  line  17  and  ex¬ 
tending  through  line  20.  I  thought  we 
had  made  that  clear  earlier. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Line  16. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Yes;  line  16  is  the  title, 
and  lines  17  through  20  is  the  text.  Really, 
it  should  have  covered  lines  16  through 
20  on  page  6  of  the  bill.  I  understand 
that  has  been  eliminated  by  unanimous 
consent 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Chair 
would  like  a  clarification  of  what  the 
Senator  from  Florida  meant  when  he 
said,  “through  chapter  12,”  and  asked 
that  the  committee  amendments  be  ac¬ 
cepted  without  the  right  to  a  point  of 
order  being  waived. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  That  was  to  cover  the 
entire  bill,  beginning  with  chapter  1  and 
extending  through  chapter  12,  with  the 
exception  of  the  item  referring  to  the 
International  Development  Association, 
which  had  already  been  stricken  from 
that  part  of  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  un¬ 
derstanding  of  the  Chair  is  that  the 
chapter  numbers  themselves  have  been 
amended.  Therefore,  the  Chair,  in  order 
to  clarify  the  Record,  requests  that  the 
page  and  line  numbers  be  specified. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  There  has  been  only 
one  elimination  from  the  text  of  the  bill, 
Mr.  President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  We  un¬ 
derstand  that. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  the  titles  involved  seem  to  me 
to  be  very  clear.  They  are  titles  I  through 
Xn.  Beginning  on  page  22,  we  have  title 
XIH.  What  the  chairman  is  asking,  as  I 
understand  it,  is  that  all  the  committee 
amendments  through  the  first  12  titles, 
which  end  on  line  9,  page  22,  be  agreed 
to,  with  the  exception  of  that  one  dele¬ 
tion  on  page  6,  which  covers  lines  16 
through  20. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  from 
Delaware  understands  the  situation  com¬ 
pletely,  but  I  want -it  to  be  understood 
at  the  desk  also. 

The  bill  is  in  13  chapters.  Twelve  chap¬ 
ters  will  remain  in  the  bill.  Only  a  part 
of  one  chapter  has  been  eliminated  by 
unanimous  consent,  and  that  is  the  part 
of  that  chapter  that  relates  to  the  Inter¬ 
national  Development  Association. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  understands  that,  but  it  is  neces¬ 
sary  that  the  Record  show,  by  page  and 
line,  through  where  the  Senator  from 
Florida  wants  the  committee  amend¬ 
ments  to  be  accepted. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  committee 
amendments,  as  I  understand  it,  have 
been  accepted,  subject  to  the  understand¬ 
ing  made  and  subject  to  the  elimination 
made  of  the  IDA  item,  down  to  and 
through  line  9  on  page  22  of  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  thanks  the  Senator  from  Florida. 
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Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Chair  for 
making  sure  there  will  be  no  possible 
lack  of  clarity  on  this  matter, 

Mr.  President,  we  have  one  chapter 
ahead  of  us,  and  that  is  the  one  which 
came  over  to  us  from  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives;  so  there  is  no  question  of  a 
point  of  order.  Chapter  XIII  of  the 
House  bill  is  well  described  at  the  bottom 
of  page  23  of  our  committee  report,  and 
I  shall  read  that  description  into  the 
Record,  because  I  think  it  is  perfectly 
clear.  It  reads  as  follows ; 

General  Provisions,  Chapter  XIII 

The  House  Included  general  provisions  in 
the  bill  which  would  grant  exemption  from 
the  overall  expenditure,  lending  obligation, 
and  loan  authority  ceilings  in  sections  202 
and  203  of  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure 
Control  Act  of  1968  with  respect  to  the  farm 
price-support  program  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  and  with  respect  to 
grants  for  public  assistance  under  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare, 
for  the  current  fiscal  year  1969.  The  House 
provision  granted  a  limited  exemption  of 
not  more  than  $907  million  above  the  Jan¬ 
uary  budget  estimate  of  expenditures  and 
net  lending  for  farm  price  supports  and  a 
limited  exemption  of  not  more  than  $560 
million  for  public  assistance  grants. 

The  committee  has  deleted  the  entire 
House  provision  and  has  rewritten  it  grant¬ 
ing  similar  exemption  for  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  at  a  figure  of  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $907  million  in  section  a  and  in  section 
b,  has  granted  an  exemption  with  respect  to 
the  public  assistance  program  in  an  amount 
not  to  exceed  $750  mlilion.  This  is  necessary 
because  of  a  revised  estimate  some  $800 
million  higher  than  anticipated  causing  an 
overrun  of  approximately  $240  million.  The 
provision  included  in  the  bill  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  as  a  substitute  for  the  House  provi¬ 
sion  reads  as  follows : 

“revenue  and  expenditure  control  act  of 

1968 

“Sec.  1302.  (a)  Expenditures  and  net  lend¬ 
ing  during  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1969,  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
(not  more  than  $907,000,000)  for  farm  price 
supports  (not  including  amounts  for  special 
activities)  in  excess  of  the  amounts  esti¬ 
mated  therefor  on  page  239  of  the  Budget 
for  1969  (H.  Doc.  225,  Part  1),  and  new  ob- 
ligational  and  loan  authority  heretofore  or 
hereafter  enacted  for  such  fiscal  year  for 
such  purposes  in  excess  of  the  amounts  es¬ 
timated  therefor  on  page  239  of  the  Budget 
for  1969,  shall  not  be  counted  against  the 
aggregate  limitations  on  expenditures  and 
net  lending  and  new  obligational  authority 
and  loan  authority  prescribed  by  Sections 
202(a)  and  203(a)  of  Title  II  of  the  Reve¬ 
nue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1968. 

“(b)  Expenditures  and  net  lending  dur¬ 
ing  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  by 
the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  (not  more  than  $750,000,000)  for 
grants  to  States  for  public  assistance  as  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  Social  Security  Act,  as 
amended,  in  excess  of  the  amounts  esti¬ 
mated  therefor  on  page  15  of  the  Budget  for 
1969  (H.  Doc.  225,  Part  1),  and  new  obliga¬ 
tional  and  loan  authority  heretofore  or  here¬ 
after  enacted  for  such  fiscal  year  for  such 
purposes  in  excess  of  the  amounts  estimated 
therefor  on  pages  306  and  307  of  the  Budget 
for  1969,  shall  not  be  counted  against  the 
aggregate  limitations  on  expenditures  and 
net  lending  and  new  obligational  authority 
and  loan  authority  prescribed  by  Sections 
202(a)  and  203(a)  of  Title  II  of  the  Reve¬ 
nue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1968.” 

Mr.  President,  before  I  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Delaware,  who  I  under¬ 
stand  objects  to  this  particular  chapter, 


I  wish  to  make  it  very  clear  that  the 
committee  felt  it  was  desirable  to  break 
this  item  down  into  two  items,  for  this 
reason :  Both  of  these  matters  have  been 
before  the  Senate.  One  of  them  was  acted 
upon  favorably,  the  other  unfavorably; 
and  we  felt,  therefore,  that  the  Senate 
might  wish  to  work  its  will  separately 
on  these  two  items,  not  in  the  joint  way 
in  which  they  were  contained  in  the 
House  bill. 

In  addition,  the  committee  was  in¬ 
formed  by  the  agency  involved  that  the 
amount  of  the  exemption  stated  for  the 
public  assistance  program  payments  was 
not  sufficient,  and  the  amount  desig¬ 
nated  by  the  House  of  Representatives, 
which  was  $560  million,  was  raised  to 
$750  million. 

With  that  explanation,  and  again  stat¬ 
ing  that  there  is  no  point  of  order  avail¬ 
able  here  to  anybody,  because  we  are 
simply  dealing  with  matters  put  in  the 
bill  on  the  House  side.  I  yield  the  floor 
to  the  Senator  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  the  Senator  from  Florida  is  cor¬ 
rect.  One  of  these  exemptions  did  pass 
the  Senate — by  a  margin  of  two  votes. 
This  was  for  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor- 
oration.  However,  the  amendment 
which  excepted  that  agency  is  still  pend¬ 
ing  on  a  bill  still  in  the  Senate,  and  it 
looks  as  though  it  will  not  be  enacted.  I 
personally  hope  neither  of  these  two 
amendments  is  enacted. 

On  April  2  of  this  year  Congress 
passed  a  bill  increasing  taxes  by  10  per¬ 
cent.  As  a  part  of  that  tax  increase  bill 
there  was  an  expenditure  control  sec¬ 
tion  which  would  reduce  expenditures 
for  fiscal  1969  by  $6  billion.  That  bill  was 
sold  to  Congress  and  to  the  American 
people  on  the  basis  that  in  return  for 
accepting  the  10-percent  tax  increase 
Congress  and  the  administration,  work¬ 
ing  together,  would  reduce  spending  in 
1969  by  $6  billion. 

Not  only  those  Members  of  Congress 
who  voted  for  it  but  also  the  President 
and  the  executive  branch,  including  the 
Director  of  the  Budget,  made  public 
statements  and  commitments  that  they 
would  live  up  to  this  $6  billion  reduc¬ 
tion.  I  regret  that  since  that  bill  was 
passed,  while  the  tax  increase  provision 
lies  intact,  the  expenditure  reduction 
provision  has  been  gradually  eroded  away 
here  in  Congress  by  a  series  of  exemp¬ 
tions  for  first  one  agency  and  then  an¬ 
other.  We  have  before  us  now  a  pro¬ 
posal  which  would  exempt  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  and  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare  from  having  their  expenditures 
counted  against  the  limitation  on  ex¬ 
penditures  a  total  amount  of  $1,657  mil¬ 
lion  in  spending. 

This  would  mean  in  itself  that  one- 
third  of  a  $6  billion  expenditure  reduc¬ 
tion  is  being  eliminated,  and  presumably 
we  would  have  about  $4  billion  left.  How¬ 
ever,  the  joker  in  it  is  that  even  when 
we  make  this  exception  the  matter  is 
then  wide  open.  They  could  expand  it 
beyond  this  figure.  In  addition,  Congress 
has  exempted  the  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment,  Federal  Aviation  Agency,  the  FBI, 
the  Department  of  Justice,  and  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Transportation  from  the 


employee-control  features  of  the  ex¬ 
penditure  reduction  package,  with  the 
result  that  if  added  to  these  two  amend¬ 
ments  here  today,  there  is  no  doubt  in 
my  mind  but  that  we  might  just  as  well 
go  back  and  tell  the  American  people 
that  the  $6  billion  promised  spending  cut 
will  never  develop. 

I  do  not  think  there  is  a  remote 
chance  left  of  our  realizing  our  goal 
when  we  figure  all  of  the  exceptions  that 
have  been  enacted,  and  we  are  now  go¬ 
ing  to  exempt  the  HEW  and  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture. 

All  of  these  agencies  at  the  time  the 
tax  increase  bill  was  passed  made  a 
commitment  that  they  would  live  within 
the  expenditure  control.  The  Director  of 
the  Budget  testifying  before  the  commit¬ 
tee  on  behalf  of  and  representing  the 
administration  said  that  they  could  ac¬ 
cept  and  abide  by  these  controls. 

Certainly  there  is  no  reason  why  we 
should  exempt  these  two  agencies.  I 
point  out  that  even  if  we  had  held  the 
full  $6  billion  spending  reduction,  the 
administration  would  have  still  had  $3 14 
billion  more  to  spend  in  fiscal  year  1969 
than  they  had  in  1968,  because  the  orig¬ 
inal  budget  requests  were  for  $9  !4  billion 
more  for  1969  than  was  spent  in  1968. 
Even  if  we  were  to  reduce  $6  billion  we 
would  still  leave  $314  billion  extra.  That 
is  the  very  maximum  that  I  think  the 
taxpayers  of  this  country  can  afford  to 
spend. 

We  traded  very  close  to  the  brink  of 
pushing  the  American  dollar  over  the 
precipice  of  devaluation.  I  do  not  think 
we  can  take  the  chance,  now  that  we 
have  moved  back  from  that  near  crisis,  of 
approaching  another  one.  We  may  not  be 
so  lucky  the  next  time. 

I  feel  very  strongly  that  the  pending 
amendments  should  be  rejected.  I  think 
if  we  were  to  agree  to  these  amendments 
it  would  constitute  a  violation  of  our 
commitment  and  a  betrayal  of  trust  on 
the  part  of  both  the  Johnson  adminis¬ 
tration  and  Congress.  We  would  be  re¬ 
neging  on  our  commitment  to  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people  that  we  would  hold  down 
spending. 

The  mandatory  expenditure  control 
feature  of  the  act  was  passed  on  April  2. 
That  measure  originated  in  the  U.S. 
Senate.  It  was  introduced  in  the  Senate 
by  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Smathers]  and  me.  The  measure  was 
cleared  and  approved  by  the  Finance 
Committee,  the  Ways  and  Means  Com¬ 
mittee,  and  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tees  of  both  the  House  and  Senate.  They 
agreed  that  they  could  and  would  live 
up  to  the  expenditures  control.  I  think 
we  should  keep  that  commitment. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays  on  section  1302  which  is  now 
pending. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  not  ordered. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  will  again  request  the  yeas 
and  nays  in  a  moment.  We  will  want  a 
Record  vote.  The  Senate  should  be  on 
record  as  to  whether  we  will  stand  by 
the  expenditure  control  here  in  the  last 
days  of  the  session. 

I  hope  that  we  can  reject  this  section 
of  the  bill  and  thereby  save  the  expendi¬ 
ture  control  features  of  the  tax  bill. 
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Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  in  the 
first  place  these  matters  have  already 
been  acted  upon  in  the  House.  We  want 
to  reduce  the  difficulties  we  will  have 
in  conference  as  much  as  we  can. 

My  own  feeling  has  always  been  one 
of  sympathy  with  the  position  of  the 
Senator  from  Delaware.  I  supported  him 
in  the  passage  of  his  bill.  I  supported 
him  in  his  opposition  to  the  exemption 
of  the  Post  Office  Department  and  cer¬ 
tain  agencies  of  the  Department  of 
Transportation. 

I  do  not  see  how  I  can,  however,  sup¬ 
port  him  on  the  CCC  matter.  And  I  es¬ 
pecially  address  myself  to  that,  because 
as  it  happens  Congress  has  given  direc¬ 
tions  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
as  to  how  they  shall  proceed  in  support¬ 
ing  the  price  of  the  various  commodities 
under  the  loan  system. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  will  the  Senator  yield  so  that  I 
may  request  the  yeas  and  nays? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Chair 
advises  the  Senator  from  Delaware  that 
it  would  take  unanimous  consent  for 
him  to  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on 
section  1302,  because  as  yet  that  is  not 
the  matter  before  the  Senate.  There  are 
still  technical  amendments  to  be  agreed 
to  and  to  be  considered.  So,  the  Senator 
will  have  to  ask  for  unanimous  consent 
to  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  section 
1302. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  thought 
we  had  agreed  to  all  committee  amend¬ 
ments  up  to  page  22,  and  this  amend¬ 
ment  is  on  page  22. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
no  objection  to  that  procedure.  I  think 
this  is  as  good  a  time  as  any  to  order 
the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware  can  either  ask  for 
unanimous  consent  to  do  this,  or  we  can 
clear  the  two  committee  amendments. 

The  Chair  is  advising  the  Senate  as  to 
what  the  situation  is.  What  is  the  will  of 
the  Senate? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  can  ask  for  unanimous  con¬ 
sent,  but  I  do  not  understand  the  ruling 
of  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Chair 
advises  the  Senator  from  Delaware  that 
there  are  two  committee  amendments, 
on  lines  10  and  12  of  page  22  that  have 
not  as  yet  been  agreed  to. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Let  us 
agree  to  those.  They  just  change  the 
title  numbers,  and  we  will  get  that  out 
of  the  way. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  first 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
consent  to  the  adoption  of  the  amend¬ 
ments  on  lines  10,  11,  12,  13,  and  14  on 
page  22,  to  meet  the  point  so  very  prop¬ 
erly  suggested  by  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Chair 
advises  the  Senator  from  Florida  that 
they  are  not  the  amendments. 

If  the  Senator  would  ask  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendments  on  page  22,  lines  10 
and  12  be  considered  and  agreed  to  en 
bloc,  the  Chair  would  accept  that  re¬ 
quest  and  put  it  to  the  Senate. 


Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  two  commit¬ 
tee  amendments  beginning  on  lines  10 
and  12  of  page  22  be  considered  and 
agreed  to  en  bloc  without  prejudice  to 
the  later  provisions  of  chapter  13. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendments  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read  as 
follows: 

On  page  22,  line  10,  change  the  chapter 
number  from  “X”  to  “XIII”. 

On  page  22,  at  the  beginning  of  line  12, 
change  the  Section  number  from  “1001”  to 
“1301”. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  two  amendments  are 
agreed  to  en  bloc. 

The  next  committee  amendment  will 
be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read  as 
follows : 

On  page  22,  after  line  15,  strike  out: 

“Sec.  1002.  Expenditures  and  net  lending 
during  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969, 
by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  (not 
more  than  $907,000,000)  for  farm  price  sup¬ 
ports  (not  including  amounts  for  special 
activities) ,  and  by  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  (not  more  than 
$560,000,000)  for  grants  to  States  for  public 
assistance  as  authorized  by  the  Social  Se¬ 
curity  Act,  as  amended,  in  excess  of  the 
respective  amounts  estimated  therefor  on 
pages  239  and  15  of  the  Budget  for  1969 
(H.  Doc.  225,  Part  1),  and  new  obligational 
and  loan  authority  heretofore  or  hereafter 
enacted  for  such  fiscal  year  for  such  purposes 
in  excess  of  the  respective  amounts  estimated 
therefor  on  pages  239  and  306  and  307  of 
the  Budget  for  1969,  shall  not  be  counted 
against  the  aggregate  limitations  on  expend¬ 
itures  and  net  lending  and  new  obligational 
authority  and  loan  authority  prescribed  by 
Sections  202(a)  and  203(a)  of  Title  II  of 
the  Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act 
of  1968.” 

And,  in  lieu  thereof,  insert : 

"Sec.  1302.  (a)  Expenditures  and  net  lend¬ 
ing  during  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1969,  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
(not  more  than  $907,000,000)  for  farm  price 
supports  (not  including  amounts  for  special 
activities)  in  excess  of  the  amounts  esti¬ 
mated  therefor  on  page  239  of  the  Budget 
for  1969  (H.  Doc.  225,  Part  1) ,  and  new  obli¬ 
gational  and  loan  authority  'heretofore  or 
hereafter  enacted  for  such  fiscal  year  for  such 
purposes  in  excess  of  the  amounts  estimated 
therefor  on  page  239  of  the  Budget  for  1969, 
shall  not  be  counted  against  the  aggregate 
limitations  on  expenditures  and  net  lending 
and  new  obligational  authority  and  loan 
authority  prescribed  by  Sections  202(a)  and 
203(a)  of  Title  II  of  the  Revenue  and  Ex¬ 
penditure  Control  Act  of  1968. 

“(b)  Expenditures  and  net  lending  dur¬ 
ing  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  by 
the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  (not  more  than  $750,000,000)  for 
grants  to  States  for  public  assistance  as  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  Social  Security  Act,  as 
amended,  in  excess  of  the  amounts  estimated 
therefor  on  page  15  of  the  Budget  for  1969 
(H.  Doc.  225,  Part  1),  and  new  obligational 
and  loan  authority  heretofore  or  hereafter 
enacted  for  such  fiscal  year  for  such  purposes 
in  excess  of  the  amounts  estimated  therefor 
on  pages  306  and  307  of  the  Budget  for  1969, 
shall  not  be  counted  against  the  aggregate 
limitations  on  expenditures  and  net  lending 
and  new  obligational  authority  and  loan  au¬ 
thority  prescribed  by  Sections  202(a)  and 
203(a)  of  Title  II  of  the  Revenue  and  Ex¬ 
penditure  Control  Act  of  1968.” 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 
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The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  we  are  now  to  vote  on  section  1302 
as  reported  by  the  committee.  The  com¬ 
mittee  struck  section  1002.  The  point  is, 
if  we  should  defeat  section  1302,  we  want 
to  make  sure  that  we  are  not  going  back 
automatically  to  section  1002. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  my  un¬ 
derstanding  of  the  situation  is  that  the 
committee  recommends  the  striking  of 
section  1002  in  the  House  bill  and  the 
substitution  for  that  of  section  1302  in 
our  recommendations. 

I  do  not  believe  anything  about  this 
situation  is  difficult  to  understand. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  assitant  legislative  clerk  proceeded 
to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  un¬ 
animous  consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  by  Mr.  Hackney,  one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  announced  that  the 
House  had  passed,  without  amendment, 
the  bill  (S.  3615)  to  authorize  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army  to  convey  to  the  port 
of  Cascade  Locks,  Oreg.,  a  certain  inter¬ 
est  in  lands  in  the  State  of  Oregon  for 
municipal  purposes. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  had  passed  the  bill  (S.  2012)  to 
amend  the  District  of  Columbia  Pubilc 
School  Food  Services  Act,  with  amend¬ 
ments,  in  which  it  requested  the  con¬ 
currence  of  the  Senate. 

The  message  further  announced  that 
the  House  had  agreed  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  7417)  to 
prescribe  administrative  procedures  for 
the  District  of  Columbia  government. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  had  agreed  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  18248)  to 
amend  the  act  of  August  9,  1955,  relating 
to  certain  common  carrier  operations  in 
the  District  of  Columbia. 


ENROLLED  BILLS  SIGNED 

The  message  further  announced  that 
the  Speaker  had  affixed  his  signature  to 
the  following  enrolled  bills,  and  they 
were  signed  by  the  President  pro 
tempore : 

S.  909.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Paul  L., 
Margaret,  and  Josephine  Kirsteatter; 

S.  1246.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Commis¬ 
sioner  of  the  District  of  Columbia  to  enter 
into  leases  for  the  rental  of,  or  to  use  or 
permit  the  use  of,  the  space  over  and  under 
streets  and  alleys  in  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia,  and  for  other  purposes; 

S.  1247.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Com¬ 
missioner  of  the  District  of  Columbia  to  fix 
and  collect  rents  for  the  occupancy  of  space 
in,  on,  under,  or  over  the  streets  of  the 
District  of  Columbia,  to  authorize  the  clos- 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


October  10,  1968 

ing  of  unused  or  unsafe  vaults  under  such 
streets  and  the  correction  of  dangerous  con¬ 
ditions  of  vaults  in  or  vault  openings  on 
public  spaces,  and  for  other  purposes; 

S.  1763.  An  act  to  promote  the  economic 
development  of  Guam; 

S.  2675.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Jose 
Estrada;  and 

S.  3207.  An  act  to  amend  section  2  of  the 
act  of  June  30,  1954,  as  amended,  providing 
for  the  continuance  of  civil  government  for 
the  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Islands. 


SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATIONS, 
1969 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  20300)  making  supple¬ 
mental  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  proceed¬ 
ed  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Dodd  in  the  chair).  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  under 
the  parliamentary  situation  as  I  under¬ 
stand  it,  the  committee  amendment  is  a 
substitute  for  section  1002  of  the  House 
bill.  I  am  advised  by  the  Parliamentarian 
that  in  order  for  us  to  consider  section 
1002  and  the  Senate  committee  recom¬ 
mendation  separately,  we  should  procure 
unanimous  consent  for  such  separate 
consideration. 

I  have  no  objection  to  such  separate 
consideration,  and  I  suggest  that  such 
unanimous  consent  be  given,  that  we 
have  a  voice  vote  on  the  striking  of  sec¬ 
tion  1002  of  the  House  bill,  and  that  we 
then  proceed  to  the  consideration  of  the 
Senate  amendment. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  at  this  time 
that  action  be  taken  to  allow  separate 
consideration  and  a  separate  vote  on  sec¬ 
tion  1002  of  the  House  bill  and  the  pro¬ 
posed  new  section  1302  recommended  by 
the  committee,  and  that  first,  action  be 
taken  on  section  1002  of  the  House  bill. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  I  have  a  parliamen¬ 
tary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  If  the  Senate  by  voice 
vote  adopted  the  striking  portion  of  the 
committee  substitute  and  therefore 
struck  the  House  language,  and  there¬ 
after  also  rejected  the  insertion  of  new 
language,  where  would  we  be?  We  would 
not  have  either  the  House  version  or  the 
Senate  version,  would  we? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  is  correct. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  Senator’s  question  is  a  correct 
one.  I  think  the  answer  would  be  that 
if  we  took  both  of  those  actions,  we 
would  have  nothing  left  for  section  1002 
of  the  House  bill  and  the  proposed  sec¬ 
tion  1302  of  the  Senate  committee  rec¬ 
ommendation. 

But  I  suggest  to  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oklahoma  that  the  entire 


S 12459 


matter  would  be  in  conference,  because 
the  House  provision  would,  of  course,  be 
in  conference  between  the  House  and 
the  Senate;  and  the  Senate  committee 
already  having  taken  the  'position  that  it 
has  on  this  subject,  there  should  not  be 
much  doubt  as  to  what  would  happen  in 
conference  as  to  at  least  the  acceptance 
of  the  House  amendment. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Am  I  to  understand  that 
if  it  were  in  conference,  the  limit  then 
for  the  Department  of  Health,  Educa¬ 
tion,  and  Welfare  public  assistance  pay¬ 
ments  would  be  $560  million,  if  the  Sen¬ 
ate  rejected  both  the  striking  and  the 
insertion  portion  of  the  committee  sub¬ 
stitute? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
That  was  the  full  amount  included  in 
the  House  bill  in  connection  with  the 
waiver  of  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure 
Control  Act  of  1968,  relative  to  public 
assistance  payments  of  the  Departments 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare.  That 
would  be  in  conference.  I  simply  remind 
the  Senator  that  if  he  wishes  his  amount 
of  $750  million  to  be  considered  separate¬ 
ly,  he  has  the  right  to  do  so  by  asking  for 
a  division  when  we  get  to  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  section  1302.  A  request  for  division 
by  any  Senator,  as  the  Senator  from 
Florida  understands  the  situation,  at 
that  stage  would  result  in  dividing  sub¬ 
section  (a)  of  section  1302  and  subsec¬ 
tion  (b)  of  section  1302  for  separate  con¬ 
sideration  by  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  is  correct. 

Mr.  HARRIS  and  Mr.  PASTORE  ad¬ 
dressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  shall  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island,  but  first  I 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  believe 
I  have  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  is  correct. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  it  seems 
to  me  that  this  would  be  an  irregular 
way  to  go  about  it. 

We  could  divide  subsection  (a)  and 
subsection  (b)  of  the  substitution,  and  if 
either  subsection  (a)  or  subsection  (b) 
were  adopted,  then  strike  out  the  House 
language,  we  would  have  at  least  a 
chance  later.  If  the  Senate  turned  down 
$750  million  for  public  assistance  as  an 
upward  limit,  we  would  later  have  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  vote  on  $560  million.  If  the 
House  position  were  adopted  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  that  amount  would  be  locked  in  in 
the  Senate;  whereas  if  we  adopt  the  pro¬ 
cedure  the  Senator  is  now  talking  about, 
first  striking  out  the  House  language, 
and  then  the  Senate  should  decide  it  does 
not  want  the  House  limit,  we  would  be 
unable  in  conference  to  take  any  figure 
lower  than  $560  million. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  would  be  protected  in  order  to  get  a 
vote.  Assuming  for  the  moment  we  strike 
the  House  language  by  voice  vote  and 
then  by  rollcall  vote  we  strike  section 
1302  in  its  entirety,  the  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect  that  we  would  have  nothing  left  in 


the  bill.  However,  the  Senator  could 
then  offer  another  amendment  to  put 
back  in  part  of  the  House  bill  and  change 
the  figure  to  $561  million;  or  he  could 
change  the  figure  and  it  would  be  in 
order. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
put  that  statement  in  the  form  of  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

If  we  first,  on  voice  vote,  strike  out 
the  House  language,  and  later  on  voice 
vote  or  rollcall  vote  strike  out  subsec¬ 
tion  (a)  or  subsection  (b),  would  the 
statement  of  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
be  correct  that  an  amendment  could  be 
offered  later  which  would  put  in  some 
different  figure,  $560  million  or  up  to 
$750  million? 

If  that  is  correct,  I  would  have  no 
objection. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  think 
it  is  correct. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  an¬ 
swer  to  the  inquiry  of  the  Senator  is 
that  an  amendment  from  the  floor  at 
that  point  would  be  in  order,  as  long  as 
there  was  a  substantial  difference  in  it. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Very  well.  I  shall  not 
object. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  am  not  trying  to  preclude  any¬ 
one  from  the  opportunity  of  offering 
amendments.  Under  the  rules,  without 
this  procedure  and  in  the  event  we  did 
delete  section  1302,  those  who  wish  to 
vote  to  delete  it  would  be  forced  to  vote 
for  the  House  language;  I  want  a  vote 
straight  up  and  down  on  each  of  them. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  now 
renew  my  unanimous-consent  request. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  no  objection, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  a  voice  vote  on  the  elimination  of 
section  1002  of  the  House  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  to 
eliminate  section  1002  of  the  House  bill, 
which  the  clerk  will  state. 

The  language  was  read,  as  follows: 

Sec.  1002.  Expenditures  and  net  lending 
during  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969, 
by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  (not 
more  than  $907,000,000)  for  farm  price  sup¬ 
ports  (not  including  amounts  for  special 
activities) ,  and  by  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  (not  more  than 
$560,000,000)  for  grants  to  States  for  public 
assistance  as  authorized  by  the  Social 
Security  Act,  as  amended,  in  excess  of  the 
respective  amounts  estimated  therefor  on 
pages  239  and  15  of  the  Budget  for  1969  (H. 
Doc.  225,  Part  1),  and  new  obligational  and 
loan  authority  heretofore  or  hereafter  en¬ 
acted  for  such  fiscal  year  for  such  purposes 
in  excess  of  the  respective  amounts  estimated 
therefor  on  pages  239  and  306  and  307  of  the 
Budget  for  1969,  shall  not  be  counted  against 
the  aggregate  limitations  on  expenditures 
and  net  lending  and  new  obligational  au¬ 
thority  and  loan  authority  prescribed  by 
Sections  202(a)  and  203(a)  of  Title  II  of 
the  Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of 
1968. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  now  we 
have  for  consideration  the  Senate  recom¬ 
mendation  of  section  1302.  That  would 
be  the  next  business  before  the  Senate. 
That  is  the  Senate  committee  recom¬ 
mendation. 
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On  that  matter  I  ask  for  a  division  so 
that  we  may  vote  separately,  first  on 
subsection  (a)  of  section  1302. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  divi¬ 
sion  is  demanded. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  has  already  made 
his  statement  of  opposition  to  section 
1302  and  I  now  wish  to  make  a  brief 
reply. 

The  Senator’s  position  has  been  before 
the  Senate  as  a  separate  matter  and  the 
Senate  has  taken  affirmative  action  that 
what  is  proposed  in  section  1302  should 
be  done.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  affirma¬ 
tive  action  taken  by  the  Senate  went 
further  than  what  is  suggested  here.  We 
took  that  action  by  rollcall  vote  in  the 
Sepate. 

In  the  next  place,  I  wish  to  remind 
Senators  that  we  have  standing  on  the 
books  legislation  which  requires  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  ahead  of  time  to 
announce  the  price-support  program,  and 
that  has  been  done  for  this  year’s  crop 
a  long  time  ago.  Farmers,  relying  upon 
that  announcement,  have  planted  their 
crops.  In  some  instances  the  crops  have 
already  matured  and  in  other  instances 
they  will  be  maturing  shortly. 

We  could  not,  if  we  wanted,  prevent  the 
payment  of  the  money  from  the  CCC, 
which  is  really  expended  by  way  of  loans 
and  not  by  way  of  direct  payment.  We 
could  not  if  we  wanted  prevent  those  pay¬ 
ments  without  breaking  down  the  reli¬ 
ance  on  the  faith  and  credit  of  the  United 
States  because  there  is  involved  in  this 
matter  the  fact — the  unfortunate  fact 
from  the  viewpoint  of  some  people,  and 
for  many  others  it  is  a  fortunate  fact — 
that  nature  has  been  very  kind  to  us  this 
year.  Our  crops  are  very  much  larger 
than  they  were  estimated  to  be  under 
the  January  estimate.  Because  of  that 
the  loans  required  to  be  made  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  out  of  the  CCC 
funds  will  be  substantially  more  than 
was  estimated  on  page  239  of  the  Budget 
for  1969. 

That  is  the  budget  we  received  in  early 
January  and  it  was  based  on  the  crop 
estimate  available  at  that  time.  The  fact 
of  the  matter  is  that  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  has  to  pay  out  these  loan 
funds.  Incidentally,  many  of  them  will 
be  repaid  later,  and  there  may  ultimately 
be  a  very  small  expenditure  of  this 
amount. 

Under  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure 
Control  Act  of  1968  these  amounts  will 
be  counted  as  expenditures,  although  the 
amounts  will  actually  be  loans.  If  the 
Secretary  is  required  to  do  this  out  of 
the  CCC  funds,  and  it  is  counted  as  ex¬ 
penditures  unless  we  take  action  such  as 
this,  the  other  activities  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  which  have  already 
been  given  cuts  under  the  Revenue  and 
Expenditures  Control  Act  will  have  to 
absorb  $907  million  more  of  additional 
cuts  which  means  that  many  activities  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  will  be 
seriously  diminished  and  the  whole  agri¬ 
cultural  picture  will  be  adversely  affected. 

The  Senate  has  already  taken  action 
on  this  same  question  by  rollcall  vote 
and  has  heretofore  found  that  such  a 
result  would  be  inimical  to  the  agricul¬ 
tural  interests  of  the  Nation  and,  thus, 
inimical  to  the  welfare  of  the  Nation  as 
a  whole. 
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I  hope  the  Senate  will  not  reverse  that 
position  but  that  the  Senate  will  approve 
what  the  committee  has  recommended, 
which  is  the  identical  action  already 
taken  by  the  House. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  the  Senator  from  Florida  is 
correct.  The  Senate  has  taken  action  on 
this  question  by  voting  on  both  sides. 
Senators  voted  in  April  to  place  a  man¬ 
datory  reduction  of  $6  billion  in  the 
spending  in  the  tax  bill,  and  they  also 
refused  to  make  any  exceptions  for  any 
agency  of  the  Government.  The  reason 
there  were  no  exceptions  made  is  that 
the  executive  branch,  specifically  the 
Director  of  the  Budget,  in  testimony  be¬ 
fore  the  committee,  stated  that  these 
matters  should  not  be  spelled  out  in  ex¬ 
ceptions  but  that  they  should  be  al¬ 
lowed  to  make  reductions  in  those  areas 
which  would  least  disrupt  public  service. 

At  the  time  this  bill  was  considered 
by  the  Senate  last  March  when  we  were 
planning  to  control  spending  not  one 
single  agency  of  the  Government  came 
before  the  committee  seeking  an  exemp¬ 
tion. 

The  CCC  has  not  taken  on  one  single 
obligation  with  any  American  farmer  in 
any  one  of  the  States  since  the  tax  bill 
was  passed  and  signed  into  law  the  lat¬ 
ter  part  of  June  by  the  President. 

I  repeat,  since  that  time  there  has 
not  been  one  single  obligation  made. 
All  of  the  commitments  were  made  be¬ 
fore.  All  of  this  talk  about  an  extra  crop 
coming  along  is  just  an  excuse.  We  have 
larger  crops  in  some  areas  and  smaller 
crops  in  other  areas. 

But  that  is  no  excuse.  These  facts 
were  all  known  when  the  tax  bill  was 
before  us. 

They  have  been  fighting  these  reduc¬ 
tions  ever  since  they  got  the  tax  bill.  It 
has  been  a  continuous  effort  on  the  part 
of  an  executive  branch  that  wants  to  do 
nothing  but  spend  money  and  tax  all  it 
can  get  out  of  the  people. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Let  me  say  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Delaware  that  I  recall  this  mat-r 
ter  was  discussed  a  few  days  ago.  My  rec¬ 
ollection  is  that  it  was  agered  upon  by 
all  Senators  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle 
who  were  participating  in  the  debate, 
it  is  money  that  is  available  to  cover  CCC 
requirements. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  MILLER.  So  that  the  conclusion 
that  was  abundantly  clear  then,  and  I 
suggest  is  abundantly  clear  now,  is  that 
if  this  measure  is  not  adopted,  the  CCC 
will  still  cover  the  farmers’  loans - 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  They  will. 

Mr.  MILLER.  They  have  the  money 
available. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Yes,  they 
have  the  money  available,  and  they  will 
have  to  cover  the  obligations.  It  is  the 
law.  No  one  is  suggesting  that  the  con¬ 
tractual  obligations  they  have  made  with 
the  farmers  are  going  to  be  violated, 
whether  we  are  for  the  farm  program  or 
against  it,  or  whether  we  think  it  is  too 
expensive  or  not.  That  is  beside  the  point. 
It  is  the  law.  The  obligations  have  been 


made.  They  were  made  in  the  first  quar¬ 
ter  of  this  year.  They  were  made  prior  to 
the  enactment  of  the  tax  increase  Ex¬ 
penditure  Control  Act.  I  repeat,  they 
have  not  signed  up  a  single  farmer  since 
early  spring. 

They  have  no  new  obligations. 

No  one  is  suggesting  that  they  renege 
on  contracts.  They  do  not  have  to  renege. 
The  point  is,  if  we  give  them  this  extra 
$907  million  they  will  take  no  reduction 
in  the  agency  but  put  the  $907  million 
to  work  somewhere  else  down  the  line 
in  one  of  the  other  agencies.  If  we  do  not 
give  it  to  them  this  agency  will  merely 
have  to  hold  down  some  of  its  expendi¬ 
tures  which  are  controllable  items,  and  to 
the  extent  that  they  did  not  it  would  re¬ 
sult  in  some  other  agency  having  to  ab¬ 
sorb  the  cut. 

That  is  just  a  way  of  pouring  an  extra 
$1,657  million  into  the  spending  stream, 
and  it  could  even  go  beyond  that.  The 
departments  admit  that  with  the  con¬ 
tractual  powers  given  them  it  could  spend 
$2  to  $3  billion  more. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  want  to  make  this  clear, 
that  when  the  matter  was  presented  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  a  few  days  ago,  I  repeated 
the  clear  understanding  that  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  has  just  confirmed,  and 
as  a  result  voted  against  this  exception 
now  before  the  Senate  again.  If  I  were 
not  assured  that  the  CCC  would,  (a) 
pay  the  loans,  and  (b)  have  the  money 
to  take  care  of  paying  the  loans,  I  would 
have  voted  for  the  exception.  I  would  be 
inclined  to  vote  for  the  exception  now, 
but  I  am  satisfied,  from  both  sides  of 
the  aisle,  that  the  money  is  available 
and  that  the  farmer  will  be  paid. 

Therefore,  there  may  be  some  other 
reason  that  is  being  advanced  for  mak¬ 
ing  this  exception.  The  Senator  from 
Delaware  has  dwelled  on  that,  as  to  what 
the  probable  reason  is.  But  my  first  con¬ 
cern  is  that  the  CCC  have  the  money 
and?  second,  that  it  pay  the  farmers. 
That  is  abundantly  clear.  Thus,  it  is 
not  an  issue  before  us  at  this  time,  is  it? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  It  is  not 
an  issue.  As  one  who  feels  that  the  soil 
bank  payments  are  too  large  I  have  tried 
repeatedly  to  put  controls  over  them. 
Nevertheless,  they  are  the  law,  and  to  the 
extent  that  the  Department  has  contracts 
with  the  farmers  they  have  the  obli¬ 
gation  to  pay  them.  I  am  not  suggesting 
that  we  renege  on  this  obligation.  The 
proposal  I  offer  is  to  curtail  expenditures 
on  the  prospective  not  the  retroactive, 
because  we  could  not  do  this  retroac¬ 
tively.  It  would  not  be  fair.  They  can 
carry  out  their  obligations,  and  the  ad¬ 
ministration,  if  we  do  not  exempt  them, 
must  make  the  cuts  in  some  other  area. 

I  repeat  what  I  said  earlier,  the  ad¬ 
ministration  in  its  budget  asked  for  $914 
billion  more  to  spend  in  fiscal  1969  than 
it  did  in  1968. 1  am  speaking  now  only  of 
domestic  programs,  not  the  cost  of  the 
war  in  Vietnam — $914  billion  more  to 
spend  on  domestic  programs.  Congress, 
by  a  heavy  vote  in  the  Senate  and  House, 
approved  the  tax  increase  expenditure 
control  bill,  which  provided  that  $6  bil¬ 
lion  be  taken  out  of  the  spending  stream. 
That  would  still  leave  $314  billion  more 
than  they  had  last  year.  Since  that  time 
they  have  been  trying  to  whittle  away 
this  reduction  with  exemptions,  and 
they  have  been  rather  successful.  How- 
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ever,  if  these  two  amendments  carry 
this  will  be  the  largest  single  exception 
because  this  alone  will  exempt  a  mini¬ 
mum  of  $1,657,000,000  out  of  the  $6 
billion,  and  it  could  go  to  $2.5  or  $3  bil¬ 
lion. 

As  I  said  earlier,  if  we  adopt  these 
exemptions  we  might  as  well  figure  that 
expenditure  controls  for  this  year  are 
all  over. 

To  show  how  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  has  cooperated,  they  talk  about 
curtailing  only  the  most  essential  pro¬ 
grams.  I  was  rather  interested  to  note  a 
bulletin  that  came  out  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  in  the  last  couple  of  weeks,  since 
they  have  been  talking  about  being  so 
short  of  money,  wherein  they  are  en¬ 
couraging  farmers,  “If  you  are  interested 
in  turning  your  farm  into  a  golf  course, 
a  recreational  center,  a  hunting  lodge, 
or  a  hunting  preserve  we  have  plenty  of 
money  to  lend  you.  All  you  have  to  do  is 
ask  for  it.  We  have  the  money.”  Then 
they  threaten  to  shut  down  all  essential 
services.  That  is  bureaucratic  blackmail 
on  the  part  of  the  executive  department 
in  order  to  get  some  extra  money — an 
executive  department  that  knows  only 
one  thing,  and  that  is  to  spend  and  spend 
and  then  to  tax  the  people  for  all  they 
can  bear. 

Congress  enacted  the  tax  with  the 
promise  that  it  would  support  an  ex¬ 
penditure  reduction.  I  think  it  would  be  a 
catastrophe  if  during  the  closing  days 
of  this  session  we  completely  eliminated 
expenditure  controls. 

But  if  we  do  not  retain  the  expendi¬ 
ture  limitation  let  us  go  home  and  be 
frank  about  it  with  the  people.  Just  tell 
them,  “The  only  thing  we  saved  out  of  all 
this  is  the  increased  tax.” 

I  am  sure  that  as  the  people  of  this 
country  send  their  taxes  in  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  next  year  they  will  feel  very 
“appreciative”  of  the  action  taken  by 
Congress. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  my  two 
friends  on  the  other,  side  of  the  aisle 
have  made  their  position  sound  reason¬ 
able  and  effective.  They  have  even  used 
the  word  “blackmail,”  which  I  do  not  ap¬ 
preciate.  The  fact  is  that  their  position 
is  not  reasonable.  The  reduction  of  $6 
billion  which  was  voted  was  applied 
against  the  budgeted  amounts.  The  fact 
is  that  the  budget  amounts  for  the  opera¬ 
tions  of  CCC  proved  not  to  be  correct. 

Why?  Because  the  seasons  were  bet¬ 
ter  than  anticipated  and  because  produc¬ 
tion  has  gone  way,  way  up  in  many  of 
the  basic  crops. 

What  they  had  meant  to  do  when  this 
act  was  proposed — and  I  voted  for  it  and 
stuck  by  it  all  the  way  through,  and 
voted  against  all  proposed  exemptions  in 
the  various  departments  they  have  ex¬ 
empted — was  to  effect  a  reduction  of  the 
budget  amount.  The  fact  is,  the  budgeted 
amount  in  the  CCC  operations  just  hap¬ 
pens  to  be  way  under  what  they  will 
need  to  carry  out  the  positive  instruc¬ 
tions  of  Congress  under  law  which  we 
have  passed  and  under  which  we  have 
given  directions  to  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  to  carry  them  out. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  true  that  the  CCC, 
under  its  borowing  authority  from  the 
Treasury,  can  get  the  money,  so  far  as 


the  money  is  concerned,  to  meet  its  lend¬ 
ing  requirements.  But  if  it  does  that,  and 
unless  the  amendment  is  adopted,  the 
additional  sum  beyond  the  budgeted 
amount  for  CCC  operations — the  addi¬ 
tional  sum  being  over  $900  million — just 
has  to  be  cut  out  of  other  operations  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture.  There  is 
not  any  doubt  that  this  will  be  the 
situation. 

The  Department  has  shown  it  will  have 
to  make  additional  cuts,  in  addition  to 
those  it  has  already  taken  in  its  opera¬ 
tions,  because  they  are  all  subject  to  the 
$6  billion  total  cut.  These  additional  cuts 
which  would  have  to  be  made  are  shown 
on  page  9  of  the  House  hearings.  The 
Department  has  shown  where  it  will  have 
to  apply  the  cut  if  the  Congress  insists 
on  CCC  going  ahead,  meeting  its  full 
obligations,  which  I  think  it  should,  be¬ 
cause  they  are  obligations  to  Uncle  Sam 
under  the  law.  The  Department  shows 
that  five  additional  agencies  are  stricken 
almost  fatal  blows  if  these  additional  cuts 
are  made  in  that  area. 

I  read  from  page  9  of  the  House 
hearings: 

Effect  of  reduction  if  applied  to  consumer 
protection  and  food  programs. 

That  is  where  it  will  have  to  be  applied, 
because  it  is  the  only  sizable  program — 

Meat  and  poultry  inspection  and  other 
marketing  services,  $153  million — 

That  is  an  additional  reduction,  in 
addition  to  the  reduction  it  is  already 
required  to  take. 

School  lunch  program,  $249  million — 

Additional  reduction. 

Pood  stamp  program,  $238  million. 

Commodity  distribution  and  related  ex¬ 
penses,  $223  million. 

Agriculture  research  service — research, 
plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control, 
$86  million — 

Making  a  total  of  $949  million. 

Any  Senator  coming  from  an  agricul¬ 
tural  State,  or  coming  from  any  State  in 
the  Nation  as  a  whole,  who  wants  to 
strike  this  death  blow,  not  only  to  agri¬ 
culture  but  to  the  whole  Nation,  may 
do  so  by  his  vote  on  this  amendment, 
but  any  Senator  who  does  that,  because 
this  $6  billion  cut  was  applied  to  the 
budget  estimate  at  a  time  when  the 
budget  esimates  for  CCC  happened  to  be 
$907  million  less  than  they  are  now  prov¬ 
ing  to  be  under  the  very  large  crop  sit¬ 
uation,  will  be  answerable  to  his  own 
people  and  to  the  Nation  because  of  the 
destruction  of  other  programs. 

I  just  want  to  make  that  very  clear. 
It  is  not  an  answer  to  say  that  the  CCC 
can  go  to  the  Treasury,  borrow  money, 
and  make  these  loans.  Of  course,  it  can 
do  that.  We  have  legislation  on  the  books 
allowing  CCC  power  to  do  that.  But  we 
also  put  legislation  on  the  books  apply¬ 
ing  the  $6  billion  cut  be  distributed 
among  the  various  agencies  of  Govern¬ 
ment.  And  here  we  have  an  attempt  to 
make  a  $907  million  additional  cut  effec¬ 
tive  as  to  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  in  all  of  its  agencies  except  the 
CCC.  That  is  the  full  explanation  of 
what  the  Senators  are  attempting  to  do 
here,  and  I  want  them  to  understand  it 
and  I  want  the  Record  to  show  it.  They 
propose  to  destroy,  or  virtually  destroy, 
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other  very  valuable  programs  to  the 
farmers  of  the  country  and  to  the  Nation 
as  a  whole. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  MILLER.  The  Senator  knows  of 
the  great  respect  I  have  for  him.  I  must 
say  the  Senator  from  Iowa  finds  it  in¬ 
credible  that  the  Senator  from  Florida 
would  tell  us  that  these  various  programs 
are  going  to  be  curtailed  as  he  said  they 
are  going  to  be  curtailed.  Who  says  they 
are?  By  what  authority  is  this  being 
done? 

When  the  Senate  passed  the  $6  billion 
expenditure  reduction,  we  did  not  apply 
it  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  or 
the  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare,  or  the  Justice  Department, 
or  the  Post  Office  Department.  We,  in 
effect,  said  to  the  Director  of  the  Budget 
and  to  the  President,  “You  are  going  to 
have  to  cut  $6  billion  out  of  the  $9  bil¬ 
lion  increased  spending  that  you  want 
for  fiscal  1969.”  That  is  the  way  it  was 
passed. 

If  what  the  Senator  from  Florida  says 
is  true,  it  would  amount  to  perhaps  a 
$6.9  billion  expenditure  reduction  that 
would  have  to  be  made  out  of  the  $9  bil¬ 
lion  expenditure  increase.  If  it  is  $6.9 
billion  out  of  a  $9  billion  increase,  it 
would  still  leave  over  $2  billion  more  to 
spend  in  fiscal  1969  than  in  fiscal  1968. 

There  is  no  mandate  by  the  Congress 
that  these  various  programs  be  cut.  As 
a  matter  of  fact,  I  think  it  would  be 
well  to  make  a  little  legislative  history 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  that  we  do  not 
intend  to  have  these  programs  cut  back, 
and  that  they  still  will  have  as  much  as 
1968,  and  that  they  have  room  to  expand 
it  a  little  more. 

I  think  it  comes  down  to,  if  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  is  not  agreed  to,  the 
Director  of  the  Budget  and  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States  determining 
whether  or  not  these  programs  are  go¬ 
ing  to  be  cut  or  maintained.  I  do  not 
think  that  can  be  decided  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate,  except  to  make  clear  the  in¬ 
tention  of  many  of  us — and  certainly  my 
intention — that  it  is  not  being  cut  back 
at  all.  But  just  because  the  Senator  from 
Florida  stands  on  the  floor  and  says  this 
is  going  to  happen  is  not  going  to  impress 
me  too  much,  because  I  do  not  believe  he 
can  speak  for  the  President  or  the  Di¬ 
rector  of  the  Budget.  He  can  speak  for 
himself,  but  they  have  the  decision  to 
make;  and,  since  this  is  a  separation  of 
powers  matter,  it  is  quite  proper  that 
they  have  the  decision  to  make.  So  I 
do  not  think  we  are  trying  our  hands  on 
this  at  all. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  appreciate  the  re¬ 
marks  of  my  distinguished  friend.  All  I 
am  saying  is  that  if  the  Senators  who 
are  making  this  proposal  do  not  think 
this  additional  cut  of  $900  million  is 
going  to  hit  hard  some  place,  then  they 
are  thinking  along  a  different  line  than 
I  can  possibly  follow,  because  the  fact 
of  the  matter  is  that  it  is  a  cut  which 
is  directed  against  the  budgeted  amount. 
If  the  Senator  from  Iowa  will  look,  he 
will  find  it  is  directed  against  the  budg¬ 
eted  amount.  The  fact  is  that  the  budg¬ 
eted  amount  for  CCC  proves  to  be  nearly 
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$1  billion  under  what  they  are  going  to 
actually  need. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  fact  of  the  matter 
is  that  this  additional  expenditure  or 
loan  amount  is  going  to  have  to  be  taken 
out  of  somebody  else’s  hide.  The  figures 
I  put  in  here  are  not  the  figures  of  the 
Senator  from  Florida;  they  are  figures 
coming  from  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  and  are  shown  on  page  9  of 
the  Appropriation  Committee  hearings 
in  the  House. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  wish  to  make  two 
points.  The  Senator  says  this  extra  $900 
million  is  going  to  have  to  come  out  of 
somebody’s  hide.  Why  can  it  not  come 
out  of  the  extra  $2  billion  appropriated 
for  fiscal  1969? 

What  is  wrong  with  taking  it  out  of 
the  extra  $2  billion  which,  I  am  sure 
the  Senator  from  Florida  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Delaware  will  agree,  even  with 
the  committee  amendment  rejected,  will 
still  be  available  for  spending?  That  is 
where  to  take  it  out,  not  out  of  some¬ 
body’s  hide. 

The  second  point  is  that  the  Senator 
may  be  reading  figures  from  some  cor¬ 
respondence  from  the  Secretary  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  which  says,  if  the  $900  million 
has  to  come  out  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture’s  hide,  here  is  what  is  going 
to  happen. 

I  suppose  that  if  it  is  going  to  come 
out  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture’s  hide 
by  virtue  of  a  directive  of  the  President 
of  the  United  States,  that  may  be  what 
will  happen.  But  I  think  the  Senate  is 
perfectly  capable  of  saying,  “Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  do  not  take  it  out  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  take  it  out  of  that 
$2  billion  additional  spending  which 
Congress  has  made  available  to  you.” 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  fact  of  the  matter 
is  that  this  cut  was  directed  at  a  budget 
which  has  proved  to  be  inaccurate  as  to 
the  CCC,  and  nobody  is  to  blame.  Nature 
has  been  kind  to  us,  and  we  just  pro¬ 
duced  a  bumper  crop. 

To  say  that  even  though  we  directed 
this  cut  to  the  budgeted  amount,  we  are 
still  going  to  make  it  apply,  even  though 
that  budget  is  shown  to  be  completely 
inadequate  is  a  type  of  reasoning  I  would 
not  follow,  because  it  seems  to  me  we 
thus  put  Congress  in  a  very  difficult  sit¬ 
uation.  We  have  said  to  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  “Go  ahead  and  make 
these  commitments  to  your  farmers,”  and 
he  made  them  last  fall,  early  in  the  year. 
Now  we  find  that  his  baseline  figures  as 
to  what  he  would  need  to  meet  those  com¬ 
mitments  by  way  of  loans  were  grossly 
below  what  he  will  actually  need;  yet 
Senators  who  based  their  cut  upon  a 
budget  they  were  then  relying  upon,  are 
now  not  willing  to  say  that  those 
budgeted  figures  were  inaccurate,  due  to 
nobody’s  fault,  and  that  either  we  are 
going  to  have  to  make  this  allowance,  or 
we  will  visit  vastly  worse  hardships  upon 
other  programs  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  that  we  did  not  have  in 
mind  when  we  passed  that  bill. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. ' 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 


Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  There 
was  no  way  of  anticipating,  a  year  or  2 
or  even  6  months  ago,  that  there  would 
be  as  many  price  support  loans  made  on 
all  of  the  grains  as  is  now  the  case.  In 
the  case  of  wheat,  for  example,  probably 
four  times  as  many  farmers  have  taken 
out  loans  this  year  as  last,  because  the 
cash  price  is  only  about  a  dollar  a  bushel 
right  now.  This  situation  is  not  without 
precedent.  During  the  Eisenhower  ad¬ 
ministration,  there  were  2  or  3  years 
when  we  had  to  reimburse  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  so  they  could 
continue  making  price  support  loans. 

With  loans  at  the  present  low  price 
support  levels,  the  Government  is  cer¬ 
tainly  not  likely  to  suffer  much  loss.  The 
cash  price  in  my  area  is  usually  above — 
about  25  cents  per  bushel  above — the 
loan  level.  That  being  true,  the  farmers 
will  redeem  their  wheat.  If  they  do  not, 
the  Federal  Government  stands  to  gain 
rather  than  lose  by  the  transactions. 

With  respect  to  legislative  history  on 
other  farm  programs,  if  it  is  the  intent 
of  the  Senate  that  these  programs  should 
be  exempted  from  the  reductions,  it  does 
no  harm  to  exempt  them. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  his  very  clear  statement  of  the  sit¬ 
uation.  He  represents  our  second  wheat 
producing  State  in  the  volume  it  pro¬ 
duces,  and  a  State  which  produces  great 
amounts  of  feed  grains  as  well,  which  are 
also  directly  affected  by  this  price  sup¬ 
port  loan  program. 

The  Senator  knows  perfectly  well  that 
the  Secretary  has  no  choice  except  to 
meet  the  commitments  he  has  made, 
which  means,  if  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  is  not  exempted,  that  he 
will  be  forced  to  turn  to  other  agencies 
and  cut  them  down  to  the  bone.  I  do  not 
believe  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota 
wants  that  to  be  done,  and  I  do  not  think 
he  thinks  it  is  any  crime  for  us  to  admit, 
by  our  vote,  that  when  we  were  con¬ 
sidering  the  budget  for  CCC  appropria¬ 
tions  needed  for  expenditures  this  year, 
we  were  mistaken,  just  as  the  Secretary 
was  mistaken  and  just  as  the  whole  Na¬ 
tion  was  mistaken.  Mother  Nature  has 
made  us  all  mistaken ;  and  we  should  not 
try  to  hold  the  Secretary — which  is  what 
the  opponents  of  this  exemption  are  in 
fact  trying  to  do — to  a  budget  level 
which  is  completely  below  what  he  is 
going  to  need  to  meet  the  commitments 
the  United  States  has  made,  through 
him,  under  a  law  passed  by  Congress. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  If  these 
loans  were  not  available  to  farmers  right 
now,  it  would  not  only  be  the  farmers 
who  would  be  affected,  it  would  be  the 
entire  economy.  That  would  mean  a 
chaotic  financial  situation  for  farmers. 
Farmers  still  represent  the  biggest  pur¬ 
chasers  of  steel,  rubber,  petroleum, 
chemicals,  and  other  products.  So  the 
health  of  our  agricultural  economy  is  im¬ 
portant  to  the  entire  economy  of  this 
country.  I  could  not  imagine  a  more 
chaotic  situation  than  what  we  would 
have  if  these  loans  were  not  available, 
even  at  the  present  low  levels. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator, 
and  I  agree  completely  with  his  state¬ 
ment.  The  kind  of  action  that  is  sug¬ 
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gested  here  would  bring  the  greatest  of 
chaos  to  many  very  important  food  pro¬ 
ducing  areas  and  production  groups. 

Several  Senators  addressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  first  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  am  sure  the  Senator  from 
Florida  will  agree  with  me  that  whether 
we  exempt  or  do  not  exempt  this  agency, 
the  money  is  available  for  them  to  carry 
out  their  commitments  under  the  loans 
to  which  they  are  committed  under  the 
law,  and  they  will  carry  them  out.  That 
is  not  a  factor  here  at  all.  The  Senator 
from  Florida  agreed  with  me  a  moment 
ago  on  that. 

The  point  is  that  to  the  extent  that 
this  agency  does  not  absorb  its  propor¬ 
tionate  part  of  the  cut  some  other  agency 
must.  We  did  not  spell  out  which  agency 
had  to  take  it.  As  the  Senator  from 
Florida  has  said,  it  is  not  one  any  more 
than  another.  But  to  the  extent  that  the 
Director  of  the  Budget  does  not  assign 
a  portion  of  the  cut  to  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  some  other  agency  must 
bear  it. 

Under  the  budget  presented  to  us  we 
took  the  figure  of  $186.1  billion  projected 
spending  for  1969  and  subtracted  from 
that  $6  billion.  That  $6  billion  reduction 
can  be  allocated  anywhere.  When  the 
executive  branch  singles  out  four  or  five 
popular  programs  and  says,  “We  are  go¬ 
ing  to  curtail  these  if  you  do  not  do  as 
we  wish”  Senators  may  call  it  blackmail 
or  whatever  they  wish,  but  it  is  just  an¬ 
other  threat  to  Congress. 

The  Senator  speaks  of  mother  nature 
coming  along  and  doing  something  for 
the  crops  over  which  we  had  no  con¬ 
trol.  Mr.  President,  mother  nature  did 
not  change  the  Post  Office  situation,  but 
we  had  a  great  plea  to  exempt  the  Post 
Office  Department.  We  have  had  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Transportation,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Justice,  and  every  department 
and  agency  of  the  Government  up  here 
trying  to  get  an  exemption.  I  am  sure 
that  the  Senator  from  Florida  cannot 
name  a  single  agency  of  the  Government, 
or  a  single  subdivision  of  any  agency  of 
the  Government,  that  has  come  along 
and  said,  “We  can  make  a  reduction  of 
$1  in  our  spending.”  No,  they  all  say,  “We 
are  going  to  cut  out  our  most  essential 
service.” 

Significantly,  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  singles  out  a  list  of  four  or  five 
popular  programs.  They  have  never  said 
anything  about  cutting  back  on  the  pro¬ 
gram  I  mentioned  a  moment  ago,  where¬ 
in  they  were  advertising  within  the  last 
couple  of  weeks,  encouraging  farmers  to 
turn  their  farms  into  golf  courses  or 
build  hunting  preserves  and  hunting 
lodges.  They  seem  to  have  plenty  of 
money  to  subsidize  that;  They  do  not 
mention  that  because  they  figure  that 
program  does  not  have  much  sympathy 
from  the  taxpayers. 

Not  one  word  was  said  about  the  Sec¬ 
retary  cutting  down  on  the  allocation  for 
his  junkets  where  he  and  his  friends 
travel  around  the  world.  I  understand 
they  are  now  getting  ready  to  leave  on 
another  one.  They  never  say  anything 
about  that.  Oh,  no.  They  say,  “We  are 
going  to  cut  down  on  some  essential 
service.” 
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We  mentioned  the  other  day  the  Sub¬ 
versive  Activities  Control  Board  in  the 
Department  of  Justice.  Directors  of  that 
Board  themselves  admitted  to  Congress 
that  for  2  solid  years  they  have  never 
performed  a  single  duty.  But  in  their 
budget  request  they  asked  for  five  addi¬ 
tional  employees,  or  an  increase  of  one- 
third  over  the  number  they  had  before. 
The  only  reason  anyone  could  think  of 
for  the  request  is  that  they  wanted  to 
change  their  bridge  partners;  they  were 
tired  of  playing  with  the  same  old  ones. 
The  only  duties  they  had  performed  for 
2  years  were  collecting  their  checks, 
planning  their  vacations,  and  trying  to 
keep  each  other  awake.  But  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Justice  said,  “Oh,  no,  we  cannot 
close  that  agency  down;  we  will  try  to 
find  a  job  for  them  sometime.  In  the 
meantime,  we  must  have  more  money  to 
spend,  or  we  will  curtail  some  essential 
service.  I  suppose  they  happen  to  be 
friends  pf  somebody,  so  we  cannot  lay 
them  off.” 

I  say  that  we  can  cut  spending  if  we 
want  to  do  it,  and  if  we  do  not  cut  spend¬ 
ing  I  think  we  are  going  to  see  a  revolt 
on  the  part  of  the  taxpayers. 

When  we  had  the  Federal  Aviation 
Agency  appropriation  before  Congress  it 
just  happened — they  say  it  just  hap¬ 
pened — that  24  hours  before  we  acted  on 
that  measure  the  heavy  demand  at  the 
airports  caused  the  airlines  to  be  delayed 
about  5  hours  in  landing.  We  heard  a 
great  furor  about  the  shortage  of  safety 
personnel,  and  Congress  voted  for  that 
agency  an  exemption  from  expenditure 
controls.  Significantly,  after  they  got 
their  money  they  cleared  up  the  short¬ 
age.  However,  it  takes  2  years  to  train 
a  controller,  and  they  do  not  have  any 
more  men  now  than  they  did  a  few  weeks 
ago. 

I  am  getting  a  little  impatient  with 
these  spendthrift  bureaucrats,  and  that 
is  what  they  are.  They  are  very  good  at 
spending  money.  The  only  time  they  talk 
about  cutting  expenditures  is  when  they 
want  another  tax  increase. 

They  will  be  before  Congress  next  year 
asking  for  an  extension  of  the  tax  in¬ 
crease  or  for  an  increase  in  the  debt  limit. 
Some  of  those  same  Members  of  Congress 
who  vote  for  these  exceptions  had  better 
plan  to  be  here  asking  for  the  extension 
of  the  tax  increase  or  perhaps  for  an 
increase  in  the  debt  limit.  They  may  find 
them  that  some  of  the  earlier  support  re¬ 
ceived  from  Members  of  Congress  who 
tried  to  help  correct  the  situation  this 
year  will  be  lacking  because  those  Mem¬ 
bers  have  been  disillusioned.  They  will 
have  lost  faith  and  will  never  again  be¬ 
lieve  this  administration. 

The  credibility  gap  of  the  Johnson  ad¬ 
ministration  was  never  wider. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  knows  perfectly  well  that  he  had 
the  strong,  unyielding  support  of  the 
Senator  from  Florida  in  passing  the  bill 
and  in  rejecting,  or  attempting  to  reject, 
the  exemption  with  respect  to  agencies 
that  did  not  need  an  exception.  I  refer 
to  the  Post  Office  Department,  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Aviation  Administration,  and  others. 

We  have  an  attempt  here  to  strike  at 
the  agricultural  economy  and,  through, 
it,  at  the  general  economy  of  our  country. 


I  have  very  little  interest  in  the  loan 
program,  because  that  is  a  very  small 
part  of  the  agricultural  program  in  my 
State.  But  I  have  a  tremendous  interest 
in  other  activities  that  will  be  hard  hit, 
like  the  school  lunch  program,  the  agri¬ 
cultural  research  program,  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Service  program,  and  others 
which  are  all  of  vast  importance  to  my 
State  and  of  vast  importance  to  the  Na¬ 
tion. 

I  cannot  understand  the  attitude  of 
my  friend,  the  Senator  from  Delaware, 
who  directed  this  cut  in  a  budgeted  total 
and  relied  on  the  soundness  on  the  part 
of  the  budget  which  reflected  the  CCC 
operations.  We  now  find  that  the  budg¬ 
eted  total  is  almost  $1  billion  under  what 
will  be  needed.  Yet,  they  seem  to  feel  that 
it  is  not  necessary  to  make  any  adjust¬ 
ment  because  of  the  overproduction  this 
year. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  there  is 
so  much  truth  in  what  both  the  Senator 
from  Florida  and  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  have  to  say  that  I  wish  there  were 
some  way  of  bringing  the  two  parties  to¬ 
gether.  Perhaps  this  is  one  way  to  do  it. 

I  think  it  is  a  grief  that  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  budgeted  items,  which  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Florida  has  referred  to,  called 
for  $9  billion  of  increased  spending  for 
fiscal  year  1969  over  fiscal  year  1968. 

Congress  then  voted  to  reduce  that  in¬ 
creased  spending  by  $6  billion,  leaving  a 
total  of  approximately  $3  billion  more 
spending  this  fiscal  year  than  last  fiscal 
year. 

All  of  a  sudden,  we  have  experienced 
better  crops,  and  it  looks  that  there  will 
be  $900  million  more  that  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  did  not  budget  for.  Why 
cannot  that  $900  million  of  unforeseen 
expenditure  come  out  of  the  increased 
spending  that  Congress  has  appropriated, 
instead  of  doing  grave  harm  to  agricul¬ 
tural  programs?  Why  cannot  the  Presi¬ 
dent  do  that? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
glad  to  answer  that  question.  The  fact  of 
the  matter  is  that  Congress  has  increased 
the  level  of  appropriations  throughout 
the  years  by  adopting  new  programs  in 
an  amount  that  I  suspect  is  greater  than 
the  $3  billion  the  Senator  mentioned. 

Congress  cannot  escape  or  evade  its 
own  responsibility  in  this  matter.  The 
thing  that  we  have  to  do  now  is  to  decide 
whether  we  will  pay  any  attention  to  the 
fact  that  the  crops  are  much  bigger  than 
was  thought  would  be  the  case  when  the 
estimates  for  the  CCC  operations  this 
year  were  sent  in.  We  know  they  are. 
The  Senator  knows  it.  The  Senator  knows 
that  is  the  situation  in  his  State  and  in 
other  agricultural  States.  We  have  to 
make  allowance  for  it  or  else  visit  an 
unnecessary  and  additional  hardship 
upon  other  very  important  activities. 
That  is  what  I  do  not  want  to  see  us  do. 
I  do  not  want  to  see  my  friends,  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  and  the  Senator  from 
Delaware,  charged  with  bringing  this 
kind  of  condition  upon  the  agricultural 
community  and,  through  that  commu¬ 
nity,  upon  the  economy  of  the  entire  Na¬ 
tion,  because  a  blow  like  this  at  the  agri¬ 
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cultural  activity  is  a  blow  at  the  entire 
Nation. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  do  I 
gather  the  answer  to  my  question  to  be 
that  the  Senator  from  Florida  does  not 
wish  to  have  the  $900  million  of  addi¬ 
tional  expenditures,  which  he  says  was 
unforeseen,  out  of  the  extra  $3  billion 
of  increased  spending,  ^nd  that  it  would 
be  his  intention  if  the  amendment  is 
defeated  that  the  $900  million  come  out 
of  the  hide  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  instead  of  coming  out  of  the  $3 
billion  additional  spending? 

I  find  it  very  hard  to  believe  that  the 
Senator  from  Florida  would  have  such 
intention,  because  he  comes  from  a  great 
agricultural  State.  If  he  shares  my  feel¬ 
ing  on  this  agricultural  situation,  I  think 
he  would  demand  that  the  $900  million 
come  out  of  the  $3  billion  of  increased 
spending. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  is  like  a  little  boy 
who  wants  to  eat  his  cake  and  have  it, 
too.  Here  we  have  a  situation  in  which 
Congress  has  greatly  increased  spending 
this  year  by  new  legislation. 

We  have  a  situation  in  which  the  mere 
matter  of  increased  salaries  under  the 
act  passed  last  year  takes  a  good  part  of 
the  $3  billion.  If  the  Senator  served  on 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  he 
would  know  that  that  is  the  case. 

We  have  had  to  provide  for  additional 
salary  items  for  every  department  in  the 
Government  under  legislation  which  we 
passed  last  year.  To  apply  the  $900  mil¬ 
lion  cut  against  other  important  pro¬ 
grams  does  not  happen  to  be  in  accord 
with  good  sense. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  seems  to  be  a  very  popular  depart¬ 
ment.  Congress  is  piling  more  programs 
on  it  and  charging  more  expenses  to  it. 
For  example,  with  respect  to  the  food 
stamp  program,  Congress  has  greatly 
increased  the  program.  That  means 
more  expenditures  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture. 

The  school  lunch  program  has  been 
increased  by  Congress.  - 

The  meat  inspection  program  has  been 
increased. 

We  have  added  more  responsibility  for 
sewer  and  water  systems  for  towns  and 
cities  under  5,500  population. 

These  are  only  part  of  the  programs 
that  Congress  has  piled  on  Agriculture. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  heard 
the  Senator  mention  the  matter  of  in¬ 
creased  salaries.  That  increase  came  up 
this  year  under  the  step-by-step  increase 
that  we  voted  last  year.  It  was  a  large 
item,  as  the  Senator  knows.  He  serves 
on  the  committee  which  has  to  supply 
those  amounts.  I  cannot  give  the  total, 
but  it  was  a  very  large  total  this  year. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  what  it 
gets  down  to  between  the  Senator  from 
Florida  and  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  is  that  we  are  told  now  that  the 
$9  billion  increase  in  spending  that  has 
been  appropriated  consists  of  at  least  $3 
billion  to  cover  additional  salaries  which 
we  have  voted  and  to  cover  some  of  these 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


S 12464 

additional  programs  like  food  stamp  in¬ 
creases  and  meat  inspection  programs, 
so  that  the  $6  billion  cut  that  has  been 
made  really  leaves  the  agencies  with  no 
real  additional  funds  this  year. 

I  think  I  could  probably  accept  that. 
I  want  to  be  as  fair  as  I  can  about  it. 
If  that  is  so,  then  what  would  happen 
would  be  that  the  $900  million  would 
have  to  come  out  of  the  hide  of  some 
agency  or  agencies.  And,  if  that  is  so,  I 
think  the  point  of  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  is  that  the  President  ought  to 
take  it  out  of  the  hide  of  those  programs 
which  are  only  desirable  and  not  essen¬ 
tial.  And  it  seems  to  me  that  these  agri¬ 
cultural  programs  which  my  colleague, 
the  Senator  from  Florida,  has  mentioned 
are,  for  the  most  part,  the  essential  type 
programs. 

Perhaps  some  parts  of  them  could 
stand  to  be  cut  a  little,  but  I  find  it  abso¬ 
lutely  incredible  to  think  that  the  entire 
$900  million  will  have  to  come  out  of  the 
hide  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 
Why,  for  example,  could  not  $50  or  $100 
million  come  out  of  those  programs  to 
which  the  Senator  has  referred,  $50  or 
$100  million  come  out  of  HEW,  $50  or 
$100  million  out  of  HUD,  and  out  of  some 
of  these  other  agencies? 

I  believe  the  debate  is  going  off  on  the 
wrong  tangent,  because  the  basic  impli¬ 
cation  of  the  proponents  of  this  amend¬ 
ment  is  that  the  President  of  the  United 
States  is  going  to  say  that  all  $900  mil¬ 
lion  is  going  to  come  out  of  the  hide  of 
those  programs. 

I  believe  the  Senate  would  be  well 
advised  to  go  on  record  that  there  be 
no  such  intent  whatever,  and  certainly 
the  Senator  from  Iowa  so  states.  If  hide 
must  be  taken  out,  let  us  do  it  equitably. 
Let  us  take  it  out  of  some  of  those  agen¬ 
cies  and  out  of  some  of  the  programs  in 
the  other  agencies. 

But  to  suggest  that  a  “nay”  vote  on 
this  amendment  will  mean  that  the 
President  of  the  United  States  has  his 
hands  tied  and  he  is  going  to,  just  as 
night  follows  day,  on  some  kind  of  Pav- 
lovian  reflex  action,  cut  all  those  pro¬ 
grams,  to  me,  is  beyond  belief. 

Mr.  HOLLAND  (Mr.  Byrd  of  Virginia 
in  the  chair).  Mr.  President,  I  find  it 
difficult  to  understand  how  any  Senator 
who  has  considered  all  the  appropria¬ 
tion  bills  this  session  has  failed  to  real¬ 
ize  what  the  Appropriations  Committees 
have  done  already  by  way  of  reductions. 

The  Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Young]  is  the  ranking  minority  member 
of  the  committee  which  handled  Defense 
appropriations.  We  cut  those  appropria¬ 
tions  over  $5  billion.  The  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  happens  to  be  a  member 
of  the  same  subcommittee. of  which  the 
Senator  from  Florida  is  a  member,  serv¬ 
ing  agricultural  appropriations,  and  he 
knows  that  we  cut  them  approximately 
$1.8  billion. 

The  committee  that  handles  independ¬ 
ent  agencies  cut  appropriations  for  the 
various  agencies  over  $3  billion.  We  have 
cut  and  cut  and  we  have  tried  to  meet 
these  goals.  But  when  we  find  a  situa¬ 
tion  which  we  know  is  unfair,  which  we 
know  is  unexpected,  which  we  know  was 
not  understood  by  the  authors  of  this 
bill,  which  the  Senator  from  Florida 
gladly  supported — and  it  could  not  be 


understood  because  we  did  not  know  how 
much  bigger  than  the  estimates  the  crop 
was  going  to  be — Congress  should  take 
recognition  of  that  fact.  That  is  what 
this  amendment  would  do. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  The  lat¬ 
est  figures  I  have  from  the  staff  of  the 
Senate  Appropriations  Committee  indi¬ 
cate  that  the  House  has  cut  the  budget 
estimates  by  $13,059,000,000.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  has  already  cut  $11,737,000,000. 
Those  are  sizable  cuts.  We  have  not  been 
standing  by  idly  and  doing  nothing.  If 
we  leave  it  up  to  the  Appropriations 
Committee  and  not  the  Senate  itself,  we 
would  have  made  deeper  cuts. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  bringing  out  those  figures.  I  was  not 
able  to  quote  them  exactly. 

I  recall  that  the  cut  in  the  Defense  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  was  over  $5  billion.  The 
cut  in  appropriations  for  the  independ¬ 
ent  offices  was  over  $3  billion,  and  the 
cut  in  the  appropriation  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  was  approximately 
$1.8  billion.  Those  are  typical  examples 
of  what  the  Appropriations  Committee 
has  been  doing. 

Now,  when  the  same  Appropriations 
Cpmmittee  says,  “We  did  not  agree  to 
cut  out  the  Post  Office,  we  did  not  agree 
to  cut  out  FA  A;  but  we  do  know  that 
here  is  something,  based  on  a  mistake, 
which  could  not  be  foreseen  by  anybody, 
which  ought  to  be  corrected  by  action  of 
Congress,”  we  think  that  committee  is 
entitled  to  just  as  much  credence  as  it 
was  when  the  Senate  followed  the  com¬ 
mittee  in  voting  the  huge  cuts.  Here  we 
find  one  situation  which  requires  correc¬ 
tion,  and  that  is  why  we  bring  it  to  the 
attention  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  shall  not  detain  the  Senate 
very  long. 

The  Senator  from  Florida  speaks  about 
the  large  difference  in  crops  as  com¬ 
pared  with  the  crop  that  was  anticipated 
when  the  tax  bill  was  passed.  He  talks 
about  the  salary  increase  for  employees 
and  about  the  cost  of  new  programs. 

The  crops  were  all  planted  and  the 
condition  of  the  crops  was  known  on 
June  29,  when  this  bill  was  signed  by  the 
President  and  agreed  to  by  both  Congress 
and  the  President.  We  knew  what  those 
crops  were,  and  there  has  not  been  a  2- 
percent  variation  since  that  time;  nor 
has  there  been  a  single  commitment 
made  since  that  time  to  any  farmer. 

The  salary  increase  that  has  gone  into 
effect  was  in  effect  prior  to  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  that  bill.  Congress  knew  about 
it.  It  was  passed  a  long  time  ago. 

As  to  the  new  programs  referred  to, 
they,  too,  were  passed  previously.  So 
Congress  did  know  about  them  at  the 
time. 

The  only  thing  is  that  when  the  chips 
are  down  and  the  expenditure  cutting 
starts  it  hurts. 

I  am  wondering  if  it  is  not  time  some¬ 
body  said,  “Who  is  going  to  stand  up  for 
the  taxpayers?”  By  turning  this  argu¬ 
ment  around  we  can  say  that  those  who 
are  against  these  expenditure  controls 
are  against  the  American  taxpayers. 
They  had  better  remember  that  there 
are  quite  a  number  of  taxpayers  who 
do  think  these  expenses  can  be  curtailed. 
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We  can  cut  the  authorizations  $10  or 
$15  billion  below  what  is  asked  and  still 
end  up  spending  $10  billion  more  than 
last  year.  It  is  a  cut  in  actual  spending 
that  is  needed. 

The  reduction  that  is  left  is  a  good 
bit  like  the  reduction  in  employment  that 
President  Johnson  put  into  effect  in  De¬ 
cember  1965  when,  with  a  great  display 
of  economic  virtue,  at  a  press  conference 
he  said,  “I  am  going  to  reduce  Federal 
civilian  employment  in  the  next  7  months 
b3»  25,000.”  That  would  save  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people  $200  million,  and  everybody 
hailed  that  as  a  great  achievement.  In¬ 
stead  of  cutting  the  payroll,  he  added 
187,305  employees  -in  the  next  7  months. 
When  we  asked  the  Budget  Director  to 
explain  this  contradiction  he  said,  “Oh, 
yes,  he  cut  more  than  25,000;  he  actually 
cut  35,000.”  He  said  what  the  President 
had  planned  to  do  was  to  add  225,000, 
and  since  he  only  added  190,000,  he 
eliminated  35,000.  My  question  is,  Why 
did  he  not  plan  to  add  a  half  million? 
Then  he  could  really  have  saved  some¬ 
thing. 

That  is  what  happens  with  these 
budget  requests.  They  ask  for  fantastic 
amounts  so  that  Congress  can  cut  back  a 
few  billion  dollars  and  still  end  up  ap¬ 
propriating  more  than  they  got  the  year 
before.  Then  everybody  comes  out  look¬ 
ing  like  a  shiny  rose  except  the  taxpayer, 
who  is  caught  with  a  bigger  expenditure. 

We  ended  the  last  fiscal  year  with  a 
$25  billion  deficit;  on  a  5-day  week  that 
is  a  rate  of  $100  million  a  day  more  than 
we  are  taking  in.  Every  Member  of  Con¬ 
gress  knew  about  these  obligations,  and 
they  knew  them  at  the  time  they  passed 
the  tax  bill. 

I  say,  in  all  fairness,  that  if  they  are 
going  to  repeal  the  expenditure  reduc¬ 
tions  they  should  go  the  whole  way  and 
repeal  the  tax  increase  as  well,  because 
the  representation  was  made  to  the 
American  people  that  the  two  would  be 
held  together.  If  only  the  tax  is  going  to 
be  left  it  will  not  accomplish  the  purpose 
for  which  we  aimed. 

I  say  that  we  can  absorb  these  ex¬ 
penditure  reductions  if  Congress  and  the 
administration  only  had  the  will.  They 
can  still  carry  out  all  the  essential  pro¬ 
grams  of  the  Government,  but  they  may 
have  to  do  away  with  many  nonessential 
operations  they  are  now  conducting. 

Incidentally,  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  talks  about  how  it  is  reducing  ex¬ 
penditures.  Yet,  they  want  to  add  an¬ 
other  500  employees.  The  Department  of 
Agriculture  now  has  more  employees 
than  there  are  farmers,  and  if  this  keeps 
up  all  the  farmers  will  have  to  go  to 
work  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 
If  they  do,  who  is  going,  to  pay  the  taxes? 

I  believe  that  the  very  least  we  can  do 
is  to  reject  the  committee  amendment 
and  tell  the  agencies  downtown  that  if 
they  cannot  live  within  the  budget  they 
should  turn  in  their  resignations  and  we 
will  put  in  office  somebody  who  can  man¬ 
age  those  departments.  The  sooner  it 
happens,  the  better.  In  fact,  I  think  it 
would  be  excellent  training  for  certain 
spendthrift  bureaucrats  if  we  could  make 
it  mandatory  that  each  one  had  to  go 
back  home  and  for  2  years  support  his 
family  or  meet  a  payroll  by  the  sweat  of 
his  brow. 
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It  would  be  a  wonderful  experience  if, 
in  order  to  keep  their  lush  jobs,  they  had 
to  experience  some  of  the  same  hardships 
that  a  taxpayer  has  to  go  through. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee 
amendment,  section  1302(a),  which  the 
clerk  will  state. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows : 

Sec.  1302.  (a)  Expenditures  and  net  lend¬ 
ing  during  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1969,  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
(not  more  than  $907,000,000)  for  farm  price 
supports  (not  including  amounts  for  special 
activities)  in  excess  of  the  amounts  esti¬ 
mated  therefor  on  page  239  of  the  Budget 
for  1969  (H.  Doc.  225,  Part  1),  and  new  ob- 
ligational  and  loan  authority  heretofore  or 
hereafter  enacted  for  such  fiscal  year  for  such 
purposes  in  excess  of  the  amounts  estimated 
therefor  on  page  239  of  the  Budget  for  1969, 
shall  not  be  counted  against  the  aggregate 
limitations  on  expenditures  and  net  lending 
and  new  obligational  authority  and  loan  au¬ 
thority  prescribed  by  Sections  202(a)  and  203 
(a)  of  Title  II  of  the  Revenue  and  Expendi¬ 
ture  Control  Act  of  1968. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  On  this 
question,  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  an¬ 
nounce  that  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Ellender],  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  Gruening],  the  Senator  from  Ha¬ 
waii  [Mr.  Inouye],  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Long],  and  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge]  are  absent 
on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  [Mr.  Randolph]  is  absent 
because  of  a  death  in  his  immediate 
family. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  [Mr.  Bartlett],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Bayh],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nevada  [Mi-.  Bible]  ,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Brewster],  the 
Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Cannon],  the 
Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Church],  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark], 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  East- 
land],  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
Fulbright],  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Gore],  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Hayden],  the  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama  [Mr.  Hill],  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  [Mr.  Hollings],  the 
Senator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Jack- 
son],  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Lausche],  the  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  [Mr.  Magnuson],  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  McCarthy],  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee], 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
McGovern]  ,  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Mondale],  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [Mr.  Monroney],  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse],  the  Senator 
from  Utah  [Mr.  Moss] ,  the  Senator  from 
Maine  [Mr.  Muskie],  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Ribicoff],  and  the 
Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Tydings] 
are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr. 
Bartlett],  the  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Church],  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Eastland],  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  [Mr.  Fulbright],  the  Senator 


from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore],  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  [Mr.  Gruening],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Hill],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  Hollings], 
the  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Jackson],  the  Senator  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Magnuson],  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee],  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse],  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Moss]  would  each 
vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  [Mr.  Randolph]  is  paired  with 
the  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Ribicoff],  If  present  and  voting,  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  would  vote 
“yea,”  and  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Lou¬ 
isiana  [Mr.  Ellender]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Brewster]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Maryland  would  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett],  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Cotton],  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  Dominick],  the  Senators  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Goodell  and  Mr.  Javits],  the 
Senators  from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel 
and  Mr.  Murphy],  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Percy],  the  Senator  from 
Maine  [Mrs.  Smith],  and  the  Senator 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper]  is  detained  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Murphy],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Percy],  and  the 
Senator  from  Maine  [Mrs.  Smith]  would 
each  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Colo¬ 
rado  [Mr.  Dominick]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett],  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Utah  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Kuchel]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  New  York  [Mr.  Javits]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
California  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the 
Senator  from  New  York  would  vote 
“nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Tower]  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Goodell],  If  pres¬ 
ent  and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Texas 
would  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Senator  from 
New  York  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  31, 
nays  25,  as  follows: 

[No.  330  Leg.] 

YEAS — 31 


Aiken 

Hartke  * 

Nelson 

Allott 

Holland 

Pastore 

Anderson 

Hruska 

Pearson 

Burdick 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Prouty 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Long,  La. 

Sparkman 

Carlson 

Mansfield 

Stennis 

Dodd 

McClellan 

Symington 

Ervin 

McIntyre 

Yarborough 

Fong 

Metcalf 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Harris 

Montoya 

Hart 

Mundt 

NAYS— 25 

Baker 

Curtis 

Hatfield 

Boggs 

Dirksen 

Hickenlooper 

Brooke 

Fannin 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Byrd,  Va. 

Griffin 

Miller 

Case 

Hansen 

Morton 

Pell 

Smathers 

Williams,  Del. 

Proxmire 

Spong 

Young,  Ohio 

Russefi 

Thurmond 

Scott 

Williams,  N.J. 

NOT  VOTING— 

-44 

Bartlett 

Gore 

McGovern 

Bayh 

Gruening 

Mondale 

Bennett 

Hayden 

Monroney 

Bible 

Hill 

Morse 

Brewster 

Hollings 

Moss 

Cannon 

Inouye 

Murphy 

Church 

Jackson 

Muskie 

Clark 

Javits 

Percy 

Cooper 

Kennedy 

Randolph 

Cotton 

Kuchel 

Ribicoff 

Dominick 

Lausche 

Smith 

Eastland 

Long,  Mo. 

Talmadge 

Ellender 

Magnuson 

Tower 

Fulbright 

McCarthy 

Tydings 

Goodell 

McGee 

So  the  committee  amendment,  desig¬ 
nated  section  1302(a),  on  page  23,  lines 
9  to  21,  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  vote  by  which  the  committee 
amendment  was  adopted  be  recon¬ 
sidered. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  move  that  the  motion  to 
reconsider  be  laid  on  the  table. 

The  moti«n  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee 
amendment,  section  1302(b) ,  on  page  23, 
line  22,  to  page  24,  line  10. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  shall  take  but  a  minute,  and 
then  we  can  vote. 

The  Senate  has  just  exempted  the 
CCC  and  allowed  an  extra  $907  million 
in  expenditures.  The  pending  amend¬ 
ment  would  exempt  $750  million  from 
the  HEW  budget  control.  The  two  to¬ 
gether  would  add  up  to  $1,657  million 
at  a  minimum  and  it  could  go  as  high  as 
$2%  to  $3  billion. 

I  think  that  all  Senators  should  know, 
as  they  vote,  that  if  this  amendment  is 
adopted,  when  added  to  the  other  ex¬ 
ceptions,  the  $6  billion  spending  cut  has 
gone  down  the  drain. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HART.  As  I  recall  it,  when  the 
Senate  earlier  was  considering  this  ques¬ 
tion,  there  were  those  of  us  who  urged 
that  the  figure  be  exempted.  We  had  a 
dramatic  increase  in  medicaid.  We  were 
defeated  in  that  effort.  Is  it  not  true, 
however,  that  in  the  interval,  there  has 
been  developed  and  is  pending  here  an 
amendment  to  the  tax  bill  which  would 
further  add  to  the  difficulties  of  a  num¬ 
ber  of  States  in  handling  medicaid.  Am  I 
correct  in  that  impression? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  No.  The 
Senator  is  in  error.  When  the  bill  on  ex¬ 
penditure  controls  first  passed,  I  do  not 
recall  any  effort  being  made  to  exempt 
HEW;  nor  do  I  recall  any  effort  made 
to  exempt  CCC.  There  were  efforts  made 
to  exempt  Defense  and  the  Post  Office 
Department.  But  neither  one  of  these 
agencies  was  exempted  at  the  time. 

As  to  the  other  bill  on  the  Senate  cal¬ 
endar  which  has  in  it  the  so-called  Long 
amendment,  if  that  can  be  enacted  into 
law,  it  would  reduce  HEW  operations 
next  year  by  around  $500  million  and 
would  be  a  further  argument  against  the 
need  for  the  $750  million  extra  spending 
asked  for  in  this  amendment.  So  by  no 
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line  of  reasoning  could  either  of  the 
above  actions  be  used  in  justification  of 
exempting  this  agency.  Quite  the  con¬ 
trary.  All  arguments  are  against  adop¬ 
tion  of  the  amendment.  I  do  not  think  we 
need  it  at  all.  We  should  reject  the 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee 
amendment,  section  1302(b),  on  page  23, 
line  22,  to  page  24,  line  10,  which  the 
clerk  will  state : 

The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 

(b)  Expenditures  and  net  lending  during 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  by  the 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare  (not  more  than  $750,000,000)  for  grants 
to  States  for  public  assistance  as  authorized 
by  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  in 
excess  of  the  amounts  estimated  therefor  on 
page  15  of  the  Budget  for  1969  (H.  Doc.  225, 
Part  1,  and  new  obligational  and  loan  author¬ 
ity  heretofore  or  hereafter  enacted  for  such 
fiscal  year  for  such  purposes  in  excess  of  the 
amounts  estimated  therefor  on  pages  306 
and  307  of  the  Budget  for  1969,  shall  not  be 
counted  against  the  aggregate  limitations  on 
expenditures  and  net  lending  and  new  obliga¬ 
tional  authority  and  loan  authority  pre¬ 
scribed  by  sections  202(a)  and  203(a)  of  title 
IX  of  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control 
Act  of  1968. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  On  this 
question  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered;  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia:  I  an¬ 
nounce  that  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Ellender],  the  Senator  from 
Alaska  [Mr.  GrueningI,  the  Senator 
from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Inouye],  the  Senator 
from  Missouri  [Mr.  Long!  ,  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge]  are 
absent  on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  [Mr.  Randolph!  is  absent 
because  of  a  death  in  his  immediate 
family. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  [Mr.  Bartlett],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Bayh],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Bible!,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Brewster],  the 
Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Cannon],  the 
Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Church],  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark], 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  East- 
land],  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
Fulbright],  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Gore],  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Hill],  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  [Mr.  Hollings],  the  Senator 
from  Washington  [Mr.  Jackson],  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche],  the 
Senator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Magnu- 
son],  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
McCarthy],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  McGee],  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  McGovern],  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Monroney],  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse],  the 
Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Moss],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Maine  [Mr.  Muskie],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Ribicoff], 
the  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Syming¬ 
ton],  and  the  Senator  from  Maryland 
[Mr.  Tydings]  are  absent  on  official 
business. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  Bartlett],  the  Senator  from  Mary¬ 
land  [Mr.  Brewster],  the  Senator  from 


Idaho  [Mr.  Church],  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark],  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Alaska  [Mr.  Gruening],  the 
Senator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Jack- 
son],  the  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Magnuson],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  McGee],  the  Senator  from  Utah 
[Mr.  Moss],  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Randolph],  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Ribicoff],  and  the 
Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Tydings! 
would  each  vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
[Mr.  Morse]  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche],  If  present  and 
voting  the  Senator  from  Oregon  would 
vote  “yea”  and  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
would  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett],  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Cot¬ 
ton],  the  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr. 
Dominick]  ,  the  Senators  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Goodell  and  Mr.  Javits],  the  Sen¬ 
ators  from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel  and 
Mr.  Murphy],  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Percy],  the  Senator  from  Maine 
[Mrs.  Smith],  and  the  Senator  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Morton]  is  detained  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting  the  Senator  from 
Maine  [Mrs.  Smith]  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Colo¬ 
rado  [Mr.  Dominick]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  BenNett].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Utah  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Javits]  is  paired  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  [Mr.  Murphy],  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
New  York  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Califor¬ 
nia  [Mr.  Kuchel]  is  paired  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower],  If  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  California 
would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Senator  from 
Texas  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Goodell]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Percy],  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
New  York  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  30, 


nays  28,  as  follows: 

Aiken 

[No.  331  Leg.] 
YEAS — 30 

Hayden 

Nelson 

Anderson 

Holland 

Pastore 

Burdick 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Pell 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Kennedy 

Prouty 

Case 

Long,  La. 

Sparkman 

Dodd 

Mansfield 

Spong 

Ervin 

McIntyre 

Williams,  N.J. 

Harris 

Metcalf 

Yarborough 

Hart 

Mondale 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Hartke 

Montoya 

Young,  Ohio 

Allott 

NAYS — 28 

Fong 

Pearson 

Baker 

Griffin 

Proxmire 

Boggs 

Hansen 

Russell 

Brooke 

Hatfield 

Scott 

Byrd,  Va. 

Hickenlooper 

Smathers 

Carlson 

Hruska 

Stennis 

Cooper 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Thurmond 

Curtis 

McClellan 

Williams,  Del. 

Dirksett 

Miller 

Fannin 

Mundt 

NOT  VOTING — 42 


Bartlett 

Gore 

Monroney 

Bayh 

Gruening 

Morse 

Bennett 

Hill 

Morton 

Bible 

Hollings 

Moss 

Brewster 

Inouye 

Murphy 

Cannon 

Jackson 

Muskie 

Church 

Javits 

Percy 

Clark 

Kuchel 

Randolph 

Cotton 

Lausche 

Ribicoff 

Dominick 

Long,  Mo. 

Smith 

Eastland 

Magnuson 

Symington 

Ellender 

McCarthy 

Talmadge 

Fulbright 

McGee 

Tower 

Goodell 

McGovern 

Tydings 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MILLER  subsequently  said:  Mr. 
President,  a  point  of  personal  privilege. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  under¬ 
stand  that  I  was  not  recorded  on  the 
rollcall  vote  just  concluded. 

I  was  present  and  voted  “no.”  I  then 
left  immediately  afterward  for  my  of¬ 
fice.  When  I  returned,  I  was  advised  that 
I  was  not  recorded  as  voting. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  my 
name  appear  as  a  “nay”  vote  on  the  roll- 
call  vote  just  concluded  in  accordance 
with  my  presence  and  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  vote  by  which  the  Senate 
adopted  the  committee  amendment  be 
reconsidered. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  I  may  yield  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Alabama  without  losing  my 
right  to  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1023 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
up  my  amendment  (No.  1023),  and  ask 
for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  The  Senator 
from  Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman]  proposes 
amendment  No.  1023,  as  follows: 

On  page  11,  insert  the  following  new  sec¬ 
tion: 

“Sec.  403.  Section  408(e)  (1)  (A)  (iv)  of  the 
National  Housing  Act,  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  striking  the  phrase  ‘the  control 
of  any  such  institution’  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following:  ‘except  that  the  Cor¬ 
poration  may  upon  application  by  such  com¬ 
pany  extend  such  one-year  period  from  year 
to  year,  for  an  additional  period  not  exceed¬ 
ing  three  years,  if  the  Corporation  finds  such 
extension  is  warranted  and  shall  not  be 
detrimental  to  the  public  interest.’  ” 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
be  very  brief. 

The  purpose  of  my  amendment  is  to 
permit  the  Federal  Savings  and  Loan 
Insurance  Corporation  to  exercise  some 
degree  of  judgment  in  requiring  the  di¬ 
vestiture  of  uninsured  savings  and  loan 
associations  by  savings  and  loan  holding 
companies  until  appropriate  tax  legis¬ 
lation  can  be  enacted. 

Section  408  of  the  National  Housing 
Act,  as  amended  by  Public  Law  90-255, 
the  Savings  and  Loan  Holding  Company 
Amendments  of  1967,  makes  it  unlawful 
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for  any  savings  and  loan  holding  com¬ 
pany  to  acquire  the  control  of  any  un¬ 
insured  savings  and  loan  association,  or 
to  retain  the  control  of  any  such  associa¬ 
tion  for  more  than  1  year  after  the  date 
of  enactment,  February  14,  1968. 

During  the  time  the  Savings  and  Loan 
Holding  Company  Amendments  of  1967 
were  under  consideration,  it  was  under¬ 
stood  that  action  would  be  taken  to  pro¬ 
vide  tax  treatment  for  divestitures  re¬ 
quired  by  the  amendments  similar  to  the 
tax  treatment  afforded  for  divestitures 
required  under  bank  holding  company 
legislation.  Such  tax  treatment  has  not 
as  yet  been  extended,  so  as  to  authorize 
the  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Insurance 
Corporation  to  permit  a  savings  and  loan 
holding  company  to  retain  control  of  an 
insured  institution  beyond  1  year  from 
the  date  of  enactment  of  the  amend¬ 
ments.  My  amendment  would  not  permit 
any  new  acquisitions.  It  would  merely 
allow  the  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  In¬ 
surance  Corporation  to  extend,  on  a 
year-by-year  basis,  the  period  during 
which  a  holding  company  could  retain 
an  uninsured  association  up  to  a  maxi¬ 
mum  of  3  years,  to  allow  for  enactment 
of  appropriate  tax  relief. 

I  have  discussed  my  amendment  with 
the  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
Banking  and  Currency  Committee,  the 
Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett],  who 
also  sits  on  the  Finance  Committee,  and 
he  agrees  to  the  need  for  the  amendment 
and  supports  its  enactment. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  speaking 
in  behalf  of  the  manager  of  the  bill  [Mr. 
Holland],  do  I  correctly  understand  that 
he  assured  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
that  he  would  accept  this  amendment? 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  There  is  no  expendi¬ 
ture  of  money  involved? 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  There  is  no  money 
involved.  The  amendment  would  simply 
make  applicable  to  savings  and  loan  as¬ 
sociations  the  same  provisions  we  have 
heretofore  made  applicable  to  banks. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Do  I  understand  the 
Senator  from  Florida  stated  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Alabama  that  the  amendment 
would  be  taken  to  conference? 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  I  have  no  objection,  on 
basis 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Alabama. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  yield  brief¬ 
ly  to  me? 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  of  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson],  I  send  to 
the  desk  an  amendment  which  I  have 
been  asked  to  offer  in  his  behalf,  and  ask 
for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Bill  Clerk.  The  Senator  from 
Montana  [Mr.  Mansfield],  on  behalf  of 
the  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Mag¬ 
nuson]  proposes  an  amendment  as 
follows : 


At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  bill,  insert: 

“CHAPTER  VIII.— PUBLIC  WORKS 
“Department  of  Defense — Civu, 

“DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

“ Corps  of  Engineers — Civil 
“Construction,  General 

“The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  authorized,  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  construction  of  the  Lower 
Monumental  Lock  and  Dam  project,  Wash¬ 
ington,  to  provide  protection  to  the  historic 
archeological  finds  at  the  Marmes  Rock 
Shelter  area  adjacent  to  the  Palouse  River, 
Washington,  and  to  pay  for  such  protection 
from  any  funds  available  for  the  project.” 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  the 
discoveries  of  ancient  human  remains 
were  made  in  1965  but  were  not  posi¬ 
tively  identified  until  1967.  The  impor¬ 
tance  of  the  finds  was  recognized  about 
the  end  of  April  1968  when  additional 
skull  fragments  and  other  bones  were 
found  at  the  site  and  dating  by  radio¬ 
active  carbon  measurements  confirmed 
the  age  of  the  bones  as  being  11,000  to 
13,000  years  old. 

After  discussion  with  personnel  in  the 
National  Park  Service  in  Washington 
and  because  of  the  short  time  remaining 
prior  to  raising  the  pool  in  the  reservoir, 
it  was  determined  that  it  would  be  ap¬ 
propriate  to  continue  these  studies  under 
section  219  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of 
1965,  if  the  National  Park  Service  wished 
to  undertake  it  on  that  basis. 

The  National  Park  Service  stated  that 
they  would  reimburse  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers  for  these  costs. 

By  letter  dated  August  21, 1968,  the  Na¬ 
tional  Park  Service  requested  that  the 
Corps  of  Engineers’  agreement  with  the 
Washington  State  University  be  extended 
in  the  amount  of  an  additional  $50,000 
to  permit  further  continuation  of  the 
excavations.  This  $50,000  is  also  to  be 
reimbursed  by  the  National  Park  Service. 
Also  during  the  latter  part  of  August 
questions  were  raised  as  to  the  possibility 
of  protecting  the  area  from  the  Lower 
Monumental  Pool  which  was  scheduled 
to  be  raised  to  elevation  540,  some  50 
feet  above  the  elevation  of  the  excava¬ 
tions,  by  the  end  of  December  1968. 

Later  discussions,  about  the  first  of 
September,  with  Dr.  Daugherty  and  Sen¬ 
ator  Magnuson  developed  the  informa¬ 
tion  that  a  temporary  dike  was  not  de¬ 
sired  but  that  a  permanent  protection  to 
permit  utilizing  the  area  as  a  national 
park  was  desired  if  feasible. 

It  is  considered  that  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  does  not  have  authority  to 
construct  this  dike  as  a  part  of  the  Lower 
Monumental  project. 

In  order  to  pass  the  fish  runs  on  the 
river  it  will  be  necessary  to  raise  the  pool 
elevation  to  540  by  about  March  1  in 
order  to  accommodate  the  fish  run. 
Failure  to  accommodate  the  fish  run  in 
the  spring  could  cause  heavy  damages. 

Further  studies  since  September  10 
have  established  that  the  latest  possible 
contract  award  date  for  construction 
of  the  levee  to  protect  the  Marmes  Rock 
Shelter  is  mid-October  1968. 

The  earliest  that  a  study  to  determine 
whether  the  area  should  be  made  a  part 
of  the  national  park  system  could  be 


programed  would  be  the  1970  fiscal  year, 
beginning  July  1,  1969,  assuming  an 
adequate  fiinding  and  staffing  program. 
It  is  judged  that  a  period  of  6  months 
would  be  required  to  perform  the  study. 

The  National  Park  Service  is  without 
authority  or  funds  to  construct  such  a 
dike.  If  the  Corps  of  Engineers  is  author¬ 
ized  to  proceed  with  a  temporary  dike, 
this  course  of  action  would  allow  suffi¬ 
cient  time  for  Dr.  Daugherty  to  close 
down  his  current  studies  in  a  manner 
that  would  enable  some  of  the  site  to  be 
preserved  as  an  in  situ  exhibit  in  the 
event  the  area  is  placed  in  the  park 
system.  Also,  in  the  event  the  suitability- 
feasibility  study  should  be  unfavorable, 
erection  of  the  temporary  dike  would 
forestall  flooding  of  the  site  until  Dr. 
Daugherty  has  completed  his  salvage 
operations  with  whatever  funds  he  may 
have  available. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 
offered  on  behalf  of  the  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson]. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  I  merely 
wish  to  state,  in  connection  with  this 
matter,  that  we  had  this  proposal  before 
the  committee,  and  the  committee  took 
it  out  of  the  bill.  I  am  perfectly  willing 
to  take  it  to  conference,  but  I  think  it 
will  have  tough  sledding  there.  If  it 
pleases  the  majority  leader,  I  will  be 
perfectly  happy  to  take  it,  provided  that 
it  is  also  agreeable  to  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  [Mr.  Allott],  but  I  think  we 
will  have,  as  I  have  stated,  a  hard  time 
with  it.  There  is  no  budget  estimate  on  it. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
willing  to  take  it  to  conference. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  All  right;  we  will 
take  it.  * 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
to  the  desk  an  amendment  and  ask  that 
it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

Sec.  — .  Section  307  of  the  Independent 
Offices  and  Department  of  Housing  and 
Urban  Development  Appropriation  Act,  1969, 
is  amended  by  striking  out  “National  Coun¬ 
cil  on  Indian  Opportunity,  $100,000”  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  “National  Council  on 
Indian  Opportunity,  $275,000.” 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  this 
rather  complicated  matter  requires  some 
explanation.  In  several  1969  appropria¬ 
tions  bills,  the  House  inserted  an  amend¬ 
ment  which  would  prohibit  interdepart¬ 
mental  boards,  commissions,  councils, 
and  committees  from  securing  funds  for 
their  activities  by  drawing  upon  appro¬ 
priations  made  to  other  executive  agen¬ 
cies. 

Since  that  amendment  was  to  take 
effect  on  July  1  of  this  fiscal  year,  it 
would  have  immediately  crippled  the 
programs  of  certain  very  important  ex¬ 
ecutive  coordinating  bodies  in  which  a 
great  many  Senators  are  deeply  inter¬ 
ested.  Consequently,  when  the  Senate 
Appropriations  Committee  took  up  the 
Independent  Offices  and  HUD  appro- 
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priations  bill,  which  contained  the 
amendment  in  question,  it  modified  the 
general  prohibition  to  permit  four  in¬ 
terdepartmental  bodies  to  continue  to 
secure  funds  from  other  Federal  agen¬ 
cies,  during  this’  fiscal  year  only,  and 
it  specified  ceilings  on  the  amounts  each 
of  these  excepted  bodies  could  request 
from  other  agencies.  Thus  the  Commit¬ 
tee  reported  out,  and  the  Senate  sub¬ 
sequently  adopted,  a  ceiling  of  $357,000 
for  the  President’s  Council  on  Youth  Op¬ 
portunity;  $575,000  for  the  Interagency 
Committee  on  Mexican-American  Af¬ 
fairs;  $455,000  for  the  United  States- 
Mexico  Commission  on  Border  Develop¬ 
ment  and  Friendship;  and  $375,000  for 
the  National  Council  on  Indian  Oppor¬ 
tunity. 

In  conference,  the  Senate -approved 
budget  for  the  Youth  Council  was  ac¬ 
cepted,  and  the  budgets  for  the  two 
Mexican-American  bodies  were  cut  by 
about  15  percent  and  30  percent  respec¬ 
tively. 

Unfortunately,  the  budget  for  the  Na¬ 
tional  Council  on  Indian  Opportunity 
was  cut  by  73  percent,  from  $375,000  to 
$100,000 — a  reduction  so  severe  as  to 
make  it  almost  impossible  for  the  coun¬ 
cil  to  carry  out  any  of  its  important  new 
functions,  which  I  will  summarize  below. 

Possibly,  this  compromise  figure  of 
$100,000  may  have  been  based  on  the 
fact  that  during  fiscal  year  1968,  the 
council  spent  only  $53,000.  But  the  fact 
is  that  the  council  was  created  by  execu¬ 
tive  order  of  the  President  only  in  March 
of  this  year,  and  it  was  actually  in  oper¬ 
ation — with  three  or  four  staff  mem¬ 
bers — only  for  the  last  2  y2  months  of 
fiscal  1968.  Moreover,  of  course,  the 
council’s  projected  budget  of  $375,000 
was  based  upon  its  full  projected  pro¬ 
gram  of  activities  for  this  fiscal  year,  as 
distinguished  from  its  far  less  costly 
period  of  gearing  up  for  operations 
which  occurred  during  April,  May,  and 
June  of  fiscal  1968. 

Whatever  the  reason  for  the  cut,  I  do 
not  believe  that  it  can  be  justified.  I  hope 
it  will  be  possible  to  restore  to  the  coun¬ 
cil  not  its  full  requested  budget  of  $375,- 
000,  but  $275,000,  a  figure  which  recog¬ 
nizes  that  one  quarter  of  fiscal  1969  has 
already  elapsed.  It  should  also  be  reiter¬ 
ated  that  this  increase  in  the  proposed 
budget  of  the  council  is  not  an  additional 
appropriation  at  all,  but  merely  an  in¬ 
crease  in  the  ceiling  on  the  amount  the 
council  can  request  from  other  Federal 
agencies  for  funds  which  have  already 
been  appropriated  by  the  Congress  for 
this  fiscal  year. 

We  have  not  done  well  in  the  field  of 
Indian  affairs,  but  now  we  have  a  con¬ 
vergence  of  circumstances  that  promises 
much  progress.  There  has  been  unprece¬ 
dented  congressional  and  public  interest 
in  Indians  lately.  Through  several  new 
Federal  grant-in-aid  programs,  tribal 
leaders  have  developed  new  skill  in  ad¬ 
ministration  and  management.  The  his¬ 
toric  Presidential  message  on  Indians  to 
the  Congress  on  March  6  is  the  clearest 
statement  of  national  goals  that  we  have 
ever  had.  The  National  Council  on  In¬ 
dian  Opportunity  offers  us  the  means  to 
institutionalize  and  make  permanent 
these  new  opportunities  to  coordinate 


governmental  programs  and  at  long  last 
consult  with  Indians  themselves  as  to 
their  priorities  and  needs. 

The  council  can  integrate  the  Federal 
Indian  effort  because  its  membership  in¬ 
cludes  the  heads  of  the  seven  depart¬ 
ments  of  Government  which  administer 
Indian  programs.  Never  before  have  In¬ 
dian  matters  enjoyed  such  high  level  at¬ 
tention.  Further  the  council  offers  the 
Indian  people,  through  their  six  repre¬ 
sentatives  who  serve  as  members,  the 
chance  to  have  their  plans  and  programs 
considered.  Both  interagency  coordina¬ 
tion  and  programing  with  sensitivity  to 
local  conditions  are  difficult  and  neither 
will  take  place  automatically. 

A  little  over  a  decade  and  a  half  ago 
the  entire  expenditure  of  the  Federal 
Government  in  Indian  affairs  was  only 
$73  million,  virtually  all  administered  by 
the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs.  This  cur¬ 
rent  fiscal  year  will  see  an  investment  of 
over  $500  million  by  numerous  agencies 
in  seven  major  departments,  with  the 
Bureau  accounting  for  less  than  half  of 
the  total.  It  is  now  unrealistic  to  expect 
the  Commissioner  of  the  BIA  or  any 
other  single  Federal  administrative  offi¬ 
cer  to  coordinate  this  vastly  expanded 
and  complex  effort.  Yet,  without  coordi¬ 
nation,  much  of  the  value  of  the  expand¬ 
ed  effort  will  be  lost.  Surely  it  is  not  too 
much  to  divert  $275,000,  which  is  one- 
twentieth  of  1  percent  of  our  current  ex¬ 
penditure  on  Indians,  to  improve  the 
overall  effectiveness  of  all  of  the  pro¬ 
grams. 

Indian  interest  in  this  new  effort  is 
high.  Let  us  not  provide  the  cynic  and 
the  skeptic  with  any  reason  to  doubt  our 
total  sincerity  when  we  say  to  the  Ameri¬ 
can  Indian,  “We  are  now  ready  to  give 
your  needs  our  most  sincere  attention 
and  hear  you  in  our  highest  councils.” 

I  urge  the  Senate  to  approve  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  that  the  distin¬ 
guished  manager  of  the  bill  will  be  able 
to  accept  the  amendment.  The  amend¬ 
ment  does  not  require  a  net  increase  in 
overall  appropriations. 

To  summarize  the  situation  very 
briefly,  the  amendment  relates  to  the 
National  Council  on  Indian  Opportunity 
which  was  established  by  executive  order 
pf  the  President  this  year.  The  Council 
is  made  up  of  five  Members  of  the  Pres¬ 
ident’s  Cabinet  and  five  members  of  In¬ 
dian  tribes  appointed  by  the  President. 

There  was  action  earlier  this  year  in  a 
House  bill  which  would  prevent  funds 
for  this  type  of  council  being  drawn 
from  other  agencies  and  departments  of 
the  Government.  There  were  exceptions 
made  to  that  rule  later  with  regard  to 
certain  of  these  councils.  An  upward 
limit  was  set.  The  Senate  had  set  an 
upper  limit  for  the  National  Indian  Op¬ 
portunity  Council  of  $375,000.  On  the 
insistence  of  the  House,  in  conference  on 
the  Independent  Offices  and  HUD  appro¬ 
priations,  the  conference  lowered  that 
limit  to  $100,000. 

My  amendment  would  raise  that  up¬ 
ward  limit  from  the  $100,000  to  $275,000, 
not  the  $375,000  limit  originally  asked 
for.  Recognizing  that  part  of  the  fiscal 
year  has  already  gone,  this  amendment 
would  allow  agencies  to  contribute  to  the 


National  Council  on  Indian  Opportunity 
up  to  $275,000. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  a  letter  I  wrote  on  October  7, 
1968,  to  Senator  Spessard  L.  Holland. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C.,  October  7,  1968. 
Senator  Spessard  L.  Holland, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Holland:  I  would  like  to 
call  your  attention  to  a  serious  problem  af¬ 
fecting  American  Indians  which  I  believe 
could  be  relieved  by  an  amendment  to  the 
Supplemental  Appropriations  Bill  now  pend¬ 
ing  in  the  House. 

As  you  may  recall,  the  House  added  an 
amendment  to  the  fiscal  1969  appropriations 
bill  which  would  have  prohibited  interde¬ 
partmental  boards,  commissions,  councils 
and  committees  from  securing  funds  for  their 
activities  by  drawing  upon  appropriations 
made  to  other  executive  agencies.  Since  that 
amendment  was  to  take  effect  on  July  1  of 
this  year,  it  would  have  immediately  crippled 
the  programs  of  certain  important  executive 
coordinating  bodies  in  which  a  great  many 
Senators  are  deeply  interested.  Consequently, 
when  the  Senate  Appropriations  Committee 
took  up  the  Independent  Offices  and  HUD 
appropriations  bill,  which  contained  the 
amendment  in  question,  it  modified  the  gen¬ 
eral  prohibition  to  permit  four  interdepart¬ 
mental  bodies  to  continue  to  secure  funds 
from  other  Federal  agencies,  during  this 
fiscal  year  only,  and  it  specified  ceilings  on 
the  amounts  each  of  these  excepted  bodies 
could  request  from  other  agencies.  The  budg¬ 
ets  requested  by  each  of  these  bodies  were 
approved  by  the  Senate  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  and  subsequently  adopted  by  the 
Senate. 

Unfortunately,  in  conference,  while  the 
budget  for  three  of  the  agencies  in  question 
remained  at  or  near  the  Senate  figure,  the 
budget  for  the  National  Council  on  Indian 
Opportunity  was  cut  by  73% — from  $375,000 
to  $100,000 — a  reduction  so  severe  as  to  make 
it  almost  impossible  for  the  Council  to  carry 
out  any  of  its  important  new  coordinating 
functions. 

I  think  it  is  possible  that  this  compromise 
figure  of  $100,000  may  have  been  based  on 
the  Council’s  expenditure  during  1968  of  only 
$53,000,  but  the  fact  is  that  the  Council  was 
created  by  executive  order  of  the  President 
only  in  March  of  this  year  and  it  was  actually 
in  operation  only  for  the  last  2  y2  months  of 
fiscal  1968.  Moreover,  the  Council’s  projected 
budget  of  $375,000  was  based  upon  its  full 
projected  program  of  activities  for  this  fiscal 
year  as  distinguished  from  its  far  less  costly 
period  of  gearing  up  for  operations  which  oc¬ 
curred  during  April,  May,  and  June  of  fiscal 
1968. 

Whatever  the  reason  for  the  cut,  I  hope  it 
will  be  possible  to  restore  to  the  Council  not 
its  full  requested  budget  of  $375,000,  but 
$275,000,  a  figure  which  recognizes  that  one 
quarter  of  fiscal  1969  has  already  elapsed. 

It  should  be  stressed  that  this  increase  in 
the  proposed  budget  of  the  Council  would 
not  be  an  additional  appropriation  at  all,  but 
merely  an  increase  in  the  ceiling  on  the 
amount  the  Council  can  request  from  other 
Federal  agencies  for  funds  which  have  al¬ 
ready  been  appropriated  by  the  Congress  for 
this  fiscal  year.  The  National  Council  on  In¬ 
dian  Opportunity  offers  us  the  means  to 
institutionalize  the  new  statement  of  na¬ 
tional  goals  for  Indians  which  the  President 
issued  on  March  6.  The  Council  will  make  it 
possible  for  the  government  to  coordinate 
spending,  on  behalf  of  Indians,  of  over  $500 
million  by  numerous  agencies  in  seven  major 
executive  departments.  I  personally  feel  it 
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would  be  well  worth  while  to  divert 
$275,000 — l/20th  of  1  percent  of  that  current 
expenditure  on  Indians — to  improve  the 
overall  effectiveness  of  all  programs  for 
Indians. 

I  hope  it  will  be  possible  for  the  Senate 
Appropriations  Committee  to  correct  this  de¬ 
ficiency.  I  very  much  appreciate  your  consid¬ 
eration  in  this  matter. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Fred  R.  Harris, 

U.S.  Senator. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  my  posi¬ 
tion  is  that  I  have  no  objection  to  the 
amendment.  I  am  perfectly  willing  to 
take  it  to  conference.  I  do  not  know  of 
anyone  who  is  in  opposition.  However, 
I  feel  we  should  have  a  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MONT) ALE.  Mr.  President,  this 
supplemental  appropriations  bill  is  a  vast 
improvement  over  that  passed  by  the 
House.  The  Senate  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee,  and  especially  the  able  chairman 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  Deficiencies  and 
Supplementals,  Mr.  Pastore,  are  to  be 
commended  for  these  improvements. 

I  speak  particularly  with  respect  to 
the  funds  for  implementing  the  Fair 
Housing  Act  of  1968  and  the  Housing  and 
Urban  Development  Act  of  1968. 

The  committee  has,  first  of  all,  recom¬ 
mended  $7  million  for  enforcement  of 
the  Fair  Housing  Act.  This  sum  is  ab¬ 
solutely  necessary,  because  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
has  substantial  and  sweeping  enforce¬ 
ment  responsibilities  under  that  law 
which  they  will  otherwise  be  unable  to 
carry  out.  They  now  have  complaint  and 
conciliation  responsibility  for  2  percent 
of  the  housing  market,  and  this  figure 
will  increase  .to  roughly  20  percent  after 
January  1.  And,  while  this  responsibility 
has  not  yet  reached  its  maximum  level, 
they  have  100  percent  responsibility  over 
the  entire  housing  market  for  education 
activities  and  programs  designed  to 
achieve  voluntary  compliance  and  early 
adherence  to  the  purposes  of  the  Fair 
Housing  Act. 

Second,  and  equally  important,  the 
committee  has  recommended  a  full  start 
of  the  homeownership  program  and  the 
rental  assistance  program  at  the  level 
requested  by  HUD.  It  is  extremely  im¬ 
portant  that  these  programs  be  started 
now,  for  a  delay  of  several  months  in 
appropriations  can  effectively  delay  the 
program  for  over  a  year,  due  to  construc¬ 
tion  and  rehabilitation  time  require¬ 
ments.  These  programs  will  bring  the 
pride  and  responsibility  of  home  owner¬ 
ship  to  low-income  families,  promote  sta¬ 
bility,  and  involve  to  a  high  degree  the 
private  sector’s  resources  and  lending 
power  to  achieve  our  national  goals.  A 
recent  article  in  Forbes  magazine  esti¬ 
mated  that  for  every  Federal  dollar  spent 
in  these  programs,  20  private  dollars 
would  be  spent  on  housing.  It  predicted 
that  the  1968  Housing  and  Urban  De¬ 
velopment  Act  will  be  as  far  reaching  and 
vital  as  the  Full  Employment  Act  of  1946, 
and  that  it  could  enable  us  to  meet  our 
national  housing  goals  for  the  first  time. 

Finally,  the  Senate  Appropriations 
Committee  appropriated  $2  million  for 


the  low-  and  moderate -income  sponsor 
fund.  Many  of  our  various  housing  pro¬ 
grams  have  been  geared  in  the  past  to 
use  by  a  nonprofit  sponsor,  usually  a 
church,  civic  group,  labor  union,  or  char¬ 
itable  organization  of  one  kind  or  an¬ 
other.  These  sponsors  are  long  on  energy 
and  dedication,  hut  too  often  short  on  ex¬ 
perience,  technical  capability,  and  cap¬ 
ital  for  preconstruction  and  planning 
costs.  This  lack  of  capital  and  interest 
is  profit  instead  of  housing  for  low  in¬ 
come,  elderly,  or  handicapped  persons. 
This  item  will  enable  nonprofit  sponsors 
to  overcome  those  handicaps. 

Nearly  20  years  ago,  Congress  declared 
in  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  that  our  na¬ 
tional  policy  was  to  provide  every  Amer¬ 
ican  family  with  a  “decent  home  and  a 
suitable  living  environment.”  We  specif¬ 
ically  reiterated  and  reaffirmed  that  pol¬ 
icy  in  the  Housing  Act  of  1968. 

It  is  a  policy  that  we  can  fulfill — with 
dedication,  foresight,  and  with  the  neces¬ 
sary  amounts  of  money  to  make  these 
programs  work.  I  compliment  the  Senate 
Appropriations  Committee.  I  thank  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pas¬ 
tore]  ,  for  his  support  for  these  programs. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
at  the  desk  an  amendment  to  page  7  of 
the  bill.  I  inquire  whether,  as  the  par¬ 
liamentary  situation  now  stands,  that 
amendment  would  be  in  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  is  now  in  order. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  that 
the  amendment  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  The  Senator 
from  Colorado  [Mr.  Allott]  proposes 
an  amendment,  as  follows: 

Strike  lines  10  through  20,  page  7  as 
follows : 

“General  Services  Administration 
“real  property  activities 

‘"Construction,  public  buildings  projects 

“Funds  heretofore  appropriated  under  the 
heading  ‘General  Services  Administration, 
Construction,  Public  buildings  projects’, 
shall  be  available  in  the  amount  of  $6,000,000, 
for  the  construction  of  the  substructure. 
Courthouse  and  Federal  Office  Building,  Phil¬ 
adelphia,  Pennsylvania:  Provided,  That  the 
foregoing  amount  shall  be  the  maximum 
construction  improvement  cost  which  may  be 
exceeded  to  the  extent  that  savings  are 
effected  in  other  projects,  but  by  not  to 
exceed  10  per  centum.” 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  the  pend¬ 
ing  amendment  would  strike  a  section 
added  to  the  bill  by  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  and  concurred  in  by  the 
committee  in  which  certain  of  us  re¬ 
tained  our  reservation  to  add  $6  million 
to  the  bill  for  the  purpose  of  starting 
the  construction  of  a  courthouse  and 
Federal  office  building  in  Philadelphia, 
Pa. 


Each  year  when  the  General  Services 
Administration  appears  before  the  Inde¬ 
pendent  Offices  Subcommittee,  they  pre¬ 
sent  to  us  a  list  of  construction  projects 
for  the  Federal  Government  which,  for 
the  present  year  of  1969  was  zero. 

This  year  the  Federal  budget  con¬ 
tained  not  one  penny  for  starting  con¬ 
struction  of  any  Federal  building  in  the 
United  States.  It  contained  not  one 
penny  for  that  purpose  although  we  have 
been  spending  an  amount  annually  at 
least  equal  to  the  $63.7  million  we  had 
in  the  1968  budget. 

We  appropriated  $125  million  in  1967 
for  this  purpose. 

In  1966,  we  appropriated  $133.6  mil¬ 
lion  for  this  purpose. 

In  1965  we  appropriated  $164.7  mil¬ 
lion  on  the  construction  of  Federal  build¬ 
ings  in  the  United  States.  We  are  now 
faced  with  a  situation  in  which  we  are 
asked,  without  a  budgeted  figure,  to  ap¬ 
propriate  $6  million,  basically  for  the 
election  of  one  man  in  Pennsylvania,  to 
start  the  construction  of  a  Federal  build¬ 
ing  in  Pennsylvania. 

Technically,  this  is  not  an  appropria¬ 
tion.  It  is  a  transfer  from  funds  already 
appropriated,  of  which  there  are  $196 
million.  But  the  GSA  has  testified  very 
frankly  before  us  that  if  this  money  is 
taken  from  this  fund,  then  in  order  to 
carry  those  projects  later  to  a  conclu¬ 
sion,  it  would  have  to  be  replaced;  so, 
for  all  substantial  purposes,  the  effect 
of  this  amendment  is  an  appropriation, 
because  we  will  have  to  make  up  the 
difference. 

A  case  Is  made  for  this  particular 
transfer,  in  that  it  is  claimed  that  the 
city  of  Philadelphia,  which  has  offered 
the  land  upon  which  this  property  is  to 
be  constructed,  will  withdraw  its  offer 
if  we  do  not  now,  at  this  late  hour  and 
late  day,  suddenly  construct  this  Federal 
office  building  in  Philadelphia. 

I  have  in  my  hand  a  copy  of  a  letter 
from  the  Redevelopment  Authority  of 
the  City  of  Philadelphia,  addressed  to 
the  regional  counsel  of  the  General  Serv¬ 
ices  Administration,  dated  March  26, 
1968.  This  date  is  very  important,  be¬ 
cause  we  had  the  General  Services  Ad¬ 
ministration  before  our  committee  on 
May  16,  which  was  a  month  and  a  half 
after  this  letter  was  received  by  the 
General  Services  Administration. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
letter  be  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Redevelopment  Authority 

of  the  City  of  Philadelphia, 
Philadelphia,  Pa.,  March  26, 1968. 

Re  Independence  Mall  Urban  Renewal  Area, 
Unit  3,  Parcel  8 — (Federal  Courthouse). 

Mr.  Paul  F.  Cirillo, 

Regional  Council,  General  Services  Adminis¬ 
tration,  New  York,  N.Y. 

Dear  Mr.  Cirillo:  This  will  acknowledge 
receipt  of  your  letter  dated  February  16,  1968 
requesting  executed  copies  of  the  Redevelop¬ 
ment  Agreement  between  the  United  States 
of  America  and  the  Redevelopment  Au¬ 
thority. 

It  has  been  concluded  that  since  the  fed¬ 
eral  government  is  not  now  in  a  position  to 
proceed  with  construction  of  the  Court¬ 
house  nor  able  to  commit  itself  with  respect 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


S 12470 

to  the  construction  schedule,  it  would  be  an 
error  to  deliver  a  Redevolpment  Agreement 
to  the  federal  government  at  this  time. 

I  am  advising  that  the  Redevelopment 
Agreement  will  be  kept  on  file  until  such 
time  as  the  General  Services  Administration 
is  in  a  position  to  make  a  commitment  to 
us  with  respect  to  the  construction  of  the 
Courthouse. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Francis  J.  Lammer, 

Executive  Director. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  The  letter  upon  which 
the  case  is  made  says  this,  among  other 
things : 

It  has  been  concluded  that  since  the  federal 
government  is  not  now  in  a  position  to  pro¬ 
ceed  with  construction  of  the  Courthouse  nor 
able  to  commit  itself  with  respect  to  the 
construction  schedule,  it  would  be  an  error 
to  deliver  a  Redevelopment  Agreement  to  the 
federal  government  at  this  time. 

I  am  advising  that  the  Redevelopment 
Agreement  will  be  kept  on  file  until  such 
time  as  the  General  Services  Administration 
is  in  a  position  to  make  a  commitment  to 
us  with  respect  to  the  construction  of  the 
Courthouse. 

I  find  nothing  in  this  letter  that  indi¬ 
cates  that  the  city  of  Philadelphia  is 
going  to  forego  this  Federal  largesse  and 
not  donate  the  land,  upon  which  the 
Federal  building  is  to  be  constructed  if 
we  do  not  appropriate  at  this  time. 

A  memorandum  is  attached  to  this 
letter,  and  I  understand  it  is  from  GSA. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  it  be 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  memo¬ 
randum  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Memorandum 

The  approval  of  the  Philadelphia  Court¬ 
house  and  Federal  Office  Building  in  June 
1961  authorized  the  construction  of  the 
building  on  a  site  in  the  Independence  Mall 
Urban  Renewal  Area  to  be  donated  by  the 
city.  On  May  24,  1962,  the  Redevelopment 
Authority  and  GSA  agreed  on  a  specific  site 
at  6th  and  Market  Streets  identified  as  Unit 
3,  Parcel  No.  8  and  the  building  has  been 
designed  for  this  site.  The  selection  was  based 
on  an  offer  by  the  city  to  pay  to  the  Re¬ 
development  Authority  of  the  city  of  Phila¬ 
delphia  the  land  reuse  value  of  the  site,  after 
which  the  Authority  was  to  convey  title  to 
the  site  to  the  Government. 

By  letter  of  March  26,  1968,  copy  attached, 
Francis  J.  Lammer,  Executive  Director  of 
the  Redevelopment  Authority,  notified  GSA 
that  since  the  Federal  Government  is  not 
now  in  a  position  to  proceed  with  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  Courthouse  nor  able  to  commit 
itself  with  respect  to  the  construction  sched¬ 
ule,  it  would  be  in  error  to  deliver  a  rede¬ 
velopment  agreement  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  at  this  time. 

GSA  accepted  the  letter  in  good  faith  and 
was  not  concerned  until  statements  threaten¬ 
ing  withdrawal  of  the  site  were  made  in  a 
meeting  with  a  Philadelphia  delegation  on 
May  15  in  Congressman  Barrett’s  office,  at 
which  meeting  the  Mayor’s  representative 
made  it  clear  that  the  city  would  withdraw 
its  offer.  The  meeting  in  Congressman  Bar¬ 
rett’s  office  was  attended  by  Senator  Scott, 
a  representative  of  Senator  Clark,  Congress¬ 
men  Green,  Byrne,  Eilberg,  Barrett  and  Nix, 
and  members  of  the  Judiciary.  Also  state¬ 
ments  began  to  appear  in  the  Philadelphia 
press  which  confirmed  the  attitude  of  the 
city  such  as  the  attached  article  which  ap¬ 
peared  in  the  June  5,  1968,  edition  of  The 
Evening  Bulletin  indicating  that  the  Cty 
Planning  Commission  had  recommended  to 
the  Redevelopment  Authority  that  the  land 
be  reclassified  from  institutional  to  com¬ 
mercial  use  and  that  the  site  be  made  avail¬ 
able  for  commercial  use. 


[From  the  Philadelphia  (Pa.)  Evening 
Bulletin,  June  5, 1968] 

Planning  Commission  Votes  To  Lease 
Out  Court  Site 

The  City  Planning  Commission  recom¬ 
mended  yesterday  that  a  squareblock  tract 
earmarked  for  a  new  $48  million  federal  court¬ 
house  be  made  available  for  commercial  use. 

The  tract  is  bounded  by  6th,  7th,  Market 
and  Arch  sts. 

The  federal  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has 
failed  to  ask  Congress  for  the  necessary  ap¬ 
propriation  and,  as  a  result,  Mayor  Tate  has 
threatened  to  offer  the  land  to  private  de¬ 
velopers. 

The  commission’s  action  is  a  first  step 
toward  carrying  out  this  threat. 

The  commission  recommended  to  the  Re¬ 
development  Authority  that  the  land  be  re¬ 
classified  from  institutional  to  commercial 
use.  The  move  makes  it  possible  for  the  Au¬ 
thority  to  receive  proposals  from  private 
builders. 

Edmund  N.  Bacon,  executive  director  of 
the  commission,  said  the  action  does  not 
freeze  out  the  Federal  Government  but  per¬ 
mits  private  builders  to  compete  with  the 
U.S.  for  the  site. 

He  added,  “It’s  possible  we  may  be  able  to 
get  a  good  tax  ratable  for  the  city.” 

In  another  action,  the  commission  post¬ 
poned  final  action  on  the  proposed  rezoning 
of  the  Logan  square  area,  bounded  by  Vine 
st.,  the  Penn  Central  Railroad,  19th  st.  and 
the  Schuylkill  River. 

Several  members  of  the  commission  said 
they  wanted  to  learn  what  effect,  if  any,  the 
change  would  have  on  an  estimated  5,000  to 
10,000  jobs  in  that  area. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  The  memorandum  reads, 
in  part: 

GSA  accepted  the  letter  in  good  faith  and 
was  not  concerned  until  statements  threat¬ 
ening  withdrawal  of  the  site  were  made  in  a 
meeting  with  a  Philadelphia  delegation  on 
May  15  in  Congressman  Barrett’s  office,  at 
which  meeting  the  Mayor’s  representative 
made  it  clear  that  the  city  would  withdraw 
its  offer.  The  meeting  in  Congressman  Bar¬ 
rett’s  office  was  attended  by  Senator  Scott, 
a  representative  of  Senator  Clark,  Congress¬ 
men  Green,  Byrne,  Eilberg,  Barrett  and  Nix, 
and  members  of  the  Judiciary.  Also  state¬ 
ments  began  to  appear  in  the  Philadelphia 
press  which  confirmed  the  attitude  of  the  city 
such  as  the  attached  article  which  appeared 
in  the  June  5,  1968,  edition  of  The  Evening 
Bulletin  indicating  that  the  City  Planning 
Commission  had  recommended  to  the  Rede¬ 
velopment  Authority  that  the  land  be  reclas¬ 
sified  from  institutional  to  commercial  use 
and  that  the  site  be  made  available  for  com¬ 
mercial  use. 

Again,  it  is  significant  that  the  so- 
called  request  or  demand  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  build  this  building,  re¬ 
ferred  to  in  the  GSA  memorandum,  was 
still  made  one  day  prior  to  the  time  that 
GSA  testified  before  our  committee  and 
several  weeks  prior  to  the  time  that  the 
Subcommittee  on  Independent  Offices 
closed  its  hearings. 

So  if  in  fact  something  did  exist  which 
is  beyond  the  intent  and  the  words  of 
the  letter  of  March  26,  the  GSA  had  an 
opportunity,  through  a  period  of  1  month, 
2  months,  3  months — almost  up  to  the 
time  we  adjourned  for  the  August  re¬ 
cess — to  appear  before  our  subcommit¬ 
tee  and  to  say  that  they  wanted  this 
money. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  concerned  about 
this  matter  for  many  reasons.  First,  this 
money  is  to  be  transferred  from  the 
money  appropriated  for  other  projects 
which  have  been  authorized  in  past  years, 
as  I  have  suggested.  These  funds  will  have 
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to  be  replaced  by  a  direct,  new  obliga- 
tional  authority  appropriation  at  a  later 
date,  and  additional  funds  will  have  to 
be  appropriated  for  these  already  needed 
projects  because  of  rising  costs.  This  $6 
million  is  simply  being  used  now  against 
a  future  appropriation,  so  that  expendi¬ 
ture  and  new  obligational  limitations  of 
the  Expenditures  Control  Act  will  not  be 
affected,  and  new  money  will  not  be 
sought  now. 

One  of  the  knottiest  problems  with 
which  the  Subcommittee  on  Indepen¬ 
dent  Offices  has  to  deal  every  year  is 
the  problem  of  when  and  where  and 
how  many  new  Federal  buildings  will 
be  built  in  the  United  States.  For  all 
purposes,  it  has  been  decided,  as  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  policy,  that  it  is  cheaper  for  the 
Federal  Government  to  build  these 
buildings  than  to  attempt  to  lease  them. 
Of  course,  in  the  typical  Federal  office 
building  they  may  have  postal  facilities 
and  many  other  Government  offices  as 
well  as  courts,  and  it  is  impractical  to 
find  a  lease  arrangement,  anyway.  So  I 
do  not  quarrel  with  that.  But  each  year 
we  have  a  list  of  10,  15,  20  projects  be¬ 
fore  us;  each  year  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  is  asked  to  put  in  new  con¬ 
struction  projects  which  are  not  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Federal  budget;  each  year 
the  Senate  committee  is  besieged  and 
beleaguered  to  put  in  new  projects  which 
are  not  authorized  by  the  budget;  and 
each  year  the  committee  tries  to  work 
a  sensible  will  upon  them. 

I  cannot  speak  for  the  chairman  of 
that  subcommittee,  the  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson].  He  is  not 
here,  I  have  no  right  to  speak  for 
him.  But,  as  the  ranking  minority  mem¬ 
ber  of  that  subcommittee,  I  know  what 
he  has  done  over  the  years  in  matters 
such  as  this;  and  I  can  not  bring  my¬ 
self  to  believe  that  if  he  were  here  today 
and  were  acting  upon  the  principles 
which  he,  himself,  has  established  over 
the  years,  he  would  tolerate  inclusion  of 
this  item. 

One  other  aspect  of  this  matter  is 
heart-breaking  to  me.  There  are  many 
cities  in  the  United  States,  and  they  are 
scattered  throughout  the  length  and 
breadth  of  this  country,  where  new 
.  buildings  and  new  facilities  are  very 
badly  needed. 

In  the  Subcommittee  on  Independent 
Offices  of  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  we  rarely  see  this  list  until  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  General  Services  Ad¬ 
ministration  appear  before  the  commit¬ 
tee  for  the  purpose  of  testifying.  We 
have  never  had,  at  least  this  Senator 
has  never  had,  any  part  in  selecting  the 
buildings  that  go  on  the  list  for  con¬ 
struction  that  General  Services  Admin¬ 
istration  brings  to  us.  However,  I  know 
that  today,  sitting  over  in  GSA,  there  is 
an  ever-increasing  list  of  Federal  build¬ 
ings  to  be  constructed  by  the  General 
Services  Administration  which  have 
been  piling  up  and  which  through  the 
last  2  years,  3  years,  and  4  years  have 
assumed  a  definite  relative  position  as 
to  priority. 

What  bothers  me  about  this  matter  as 
much  as  anything,  not  alone  that  it  is 
an  unbudgeted  item,  not  alone  that  I  do 
not  believe  any  case  is  made  in  these 
letters  that  the  city  of  Philadelphia  is 
about  to  give  up  a  $54  million  building 
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when  they  see  it  in  the  offing  and  with¬ 
draw  their  offer  of  free  land,  but  I  just 
cannot  believe  this,  and  this  letter  and 
this  statement  of  the  General  Services 
Administration  does  not  make  such  a 
case. 

When  one  considers  the  relative  dates 
of  the  meeting  in  Philadelphia,  the  date 
of  the  letter,  which  is  March  26,  that 
the  fact  that  the  committee  heard  them 
on  May  16,  that  the  hearings  of  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Independent  Offices  were 
open  for  some  time  after  that,  I  find  it 
impossible  to  believe  that  such  circum¬ 
stances  as  the  General  Services  Admin¬ 
istration  then  knew,  or  they  claim  now 
to  have  known,  would  keep  them  from 
coming  before  us  and  informing  us  of 
this  fact. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  we  did  not  close 
the  hearings  until  the  end  of  June.  So 
from  the  meeting  on  May  15  in  Phila¬ 
delphia,  they  had  a  month  and  a  half 
after  that  time  to  appear  before  our  com¬ 
mittee  and  to  say,  “Look,  we  are  faced 
with  a  terrible  situation.  The  city  of 
Philadelphia  is  not  going  to  accept  the 
$54  million  building.  They  are  going  to 
withdraw  their  offer  of  land  unless  we 
act  real  quickly  here  and  get  this  build¬ 
ing  in.” 

But  somehow  or  other  when  this  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  comes  along,  at  this 
point,  in  this  late  hour  of  the  day,  we  are 
asked  to  appropriate  this  money  and  give 
to  Philadelphia  a  building  which  has  not 
been  justified,  which  is  not  in  the  budget, 
and  which  puts  it  in  a  position  of  prefer¬ 
ence  over  every  other  Federal  construc¬ 
tion  in  the  United  States,  and  I  do  not 
care  whether  one  begins  at  the  top  with 
Alabama  and  goes  down  the  list  to  Wy¬ 
oming  and  then  up  the  list,  there  are 
projects  on  the  drawing  board,  or  at 
least  in  the  planning  or  thinking  stage 
for  every  State  in  the  Union. 

So  what  we  are  doing  at  this  late  hour 
is  to  say  suddenly,  “Well,  you  know,  we 
just  have  to  take  care  of  him.  That  is  all 
we  have  to  do.  Even  if  it  is  not  in  the 
budget  and  even  if  we  did  not  find  out 
about  it  until  the  seventh  or  eighth  of 
October,  we  have  to  take  care  of  him  and 
we  have  to  do  it  one  way  or  another.  And 
this  is  what  we  have  to  do  now.” 

But  most  of  all  and  very  seriously,  we 
are  doing  an  injustice  to  every  State 
which  is  badly  in  need  of  Federal  proj¬ 
ects  because  with  a  very  short  hearing, 
having  this  bounched  on  us  literally  out 
of  the  cold  blue  sky,  not  having  any  op¬ 
portunity  to  explore  the  matter  before¬ 
hand,  we  are  taking  upon  ourselves  today 
the  responsibility  of  putting  Philadel¬ 
phia  ahead  of  all  the  planning  by  the 
General  Services  Administration;  we  are 
taking  upon  ourselves  the  responsibility 
of  putting  Philadelphia  ahead  of  every 
other  State  in  the  Union,  no  matter  what 
the  planning  may  have  been  for  years  in 
GSA.  They  do  plan  these  matters  years 
ahead.  We  are  saying,  in  effect,  to  Gen¬ 
eral  Services  Administration,  “Your 
planning  amounts  to  nothing.  It  does  not 
mean  anything.  We  have  not  planned  on 
this.  We  think  your  planning  does  not 
amount  to  anything,  no  matter  what  your 
planners  may  have  decided  for  this  State, 
Arizona,  Alabama,  Washington,  Utah” — 
Colorado  does  not  have  any  construction 
in  the  planning  so  I  can  speak  freely — “or 


Missouri,  Kansas,  Georgia,  Mississippi; 
no  matter  what  you  may  have  decided  for 
these  States,  no  matter  what  you  have 
decided  after  months  and  years  of  care¬ 
ful  planning,  today  almost  without  any 
testimony  at  all  we  are  going  to  put  Phil¬ 
adelphia  at  the  top  of  the  list  and  give 
them  this  little  bit  of  cream.” 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Has  the  Senator  from 
Colorado,  and  I  ask  this  of  one  I  con¬ 
sider  a  very  intimate  friend  for  whom 
I  have  admiration  and  affection,  has  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  ever  known  of 
one  instance  where  a  Senator  was  elected 
or  defeated  because  the  government  did 
not  build  a  courthouse  in  his  State? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  could  not  point  to  an 
instance,  but  I  would  say  it  would  be  a 
wonderful  thing.  I  predict  we  will  read 
in  the  newspapers  about  this  good  kindly, 
benign,  courteous,  Senator  who  has  sud¬ 
denly  exerted  such  power  in  the  Senate 
that  he  can  bring  home  the  bacon  ahead 
of  everybody  else  in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  The  State  of  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  has  two  Senators,  one  a  Republican 
and  one  a  Democrat.  I  think  they  will 
both  benefit,  if  there  is  a  benefit. 

There  is  a  reason  for  this  being  in  the 
appropriation  bill  at  this  time. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  It  is  in  the  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  but  it  is  not  in  the  budget. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  I  am  talking  about  this 
bill.  This  was  authorized  in  1961  as  to 
site  and  planning.  The  city  of  Philadel¬ 
phia  came  along  and  they  would  like  to 
include  this  building  in  their  overall 
urban  renewal  plan  that  has  been  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Government.  The  Govern¬ 
ment  has  indicated  it  would  like  to  accept 
the  land  in  order  to  build  this  Federal 
courthouse  on  this  particular  piece  of 
land.  This  is  an  important  part  of  the 
urban  renewal  plan. 

I  do  not  blame  the  city  of  Philadelphia 
for  becoming  impatient  because  they  are 
holding  up  the  plan  because  we  ourselves 
have  not  made  up  our  minds  as  to  what 
we  are  going  to  do  about  building  this 
courthouse.  What  we  are  doing  here  is 
allowing  a  transfer  of  $6  billion  of  previ¬ 
ously  appropriated  funds  to  be  used  for 
the  substructure. 

The  Senator  may  ask,  Why  is  that 
necessary?  That  is  necessary  because 
that  would  be  the  commitment.  Once 
they  obtain  the  money  to  construct  the 
substructure  they  have  the  door  open  for 
the  acceptance  of  the  urban  renewal  plan. 

That  is  the  only  reason  why  this  is 
being  done.  Before  the  ink  gets  dry  on 
the  President’s  signature,  the  election 
will  be  over.  A  building  built  or  unbuilt 
will  not  elect  any  Senator.  It  will  not 
defeat  any  Senator.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
by  the  time  construction  begins,  the  elec¬ 
tion  will  be  over.  There  is  no  question 
about  that.  They  will  not  get  one  spade 
in  the  dirt  until  long  after  November  5.  I 
do  not  subscribe  to  the  idea  that  this  is 
being  intended  to  elect  a  Senator  or  a 
Representative.  That  is  not  the  case  at 
all.  I  can  understand  how  a  Republican 
would  argue  that  way. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Would  the  Senator 
please  speak  a  little  louder?  I  cannot 
hear  him. 


Mr.  PASTORE.  I  say  to  the  Senator 
that  I  think  he  is  being  a  little  unkind 
when  he  says  this  is  being  done  to  help 
a  Senator  get  reelected. 

I  think  there  is  good  reason  for  the 
city  of  Philadelphia  to  become  somewhat 
impatient.  They  have  been  waiting  a  long 
time.  It  has  been  under  discussion  since 
1961.  Here  it  is,  almost  1969.  I  think  it 
is  about  time  we  give  the  city  of  Phila¬ 
delphia  an  answer.  This  is  to  transfer 
the  money.  I  realize  that.  I  realize  that 
we  have  to  take  $6  million  of  previously 
appropriated  funds  and  replace  it  later 
on  but  this  has  been  authorized.  If  we 
do  not  do  it  on  this  land,  which  the  city' 
of  Philadelphia  is  willing  to  give,  and 
the  Federal  building  has  been  authorized, 
then  we  have  to  go  out  and  buy  the  land 
to  put  the  building  on  it.  We  will  be  sav¬ 
ing  money  on  the  land  that  will  be  given 
by  the  city  of  Philadelphia.  I  do  not  see 
anything  wrong  with  that. 

I  tell  the  Senator  frankly  that  it  does 
not  mean  a  thing  to  me.  All  I  am  doing 
is  defending  the  people  who  came  up  and 
presented  this  request.  They  presented  it 
in  good  conscience  and  with  good  judg¬ 
ment.  I  do  not  think  there  is  any  fi¬ 
nagling  going  on.  I  do  not  think  this  is 
a  result  of  any  meeting.  I  do  not  think 
that  politics  should  be  injected  into  this. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  am  glad  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  does  not  care  whether  it  is  con¬ 
structed  or  not,  but  I  want  to  make  this 
one  final  point:  The  facts  are,  we  are 
flying  in  the  face  of  President  Johnson’s 
strict  admonition  this  year  that  there 
shall  be  no  new  starts  on  construction 
in  the  United  States  of  Federal  build¬ 
ings.  There  is  no  way  we  can  get  around 
that.  It  may  be  that  the  city  of  Phila¬ 
delphia  is  impatient,  but  there  are  100 
cities  in  the  United  States  which  have 
been  waiting  just  as  long  and  planning 
just  as  long  to  build  public  buildings 
which  are  as  badly  needed  as  those  in 
Philadelphia. 

I  am  under  no  illusion,  Mr.  President, 
about  this  matter,  but  I  thought  it  should 
be  called  to  the  attention  of  the  Senate 
and  to  the  attention  of  the  country,  be¬ 
cause  it  shows  how  the  strict  guidelines 
of  the  administration  can  be  bent  for  a 
particular  individual.  I  am  also  under 
no  illusion  as  to  what  might  happen 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  either  on  a 
voice  or  a  rollcall  vote. 

When  I  brought  up  this  same  amend¬ 
ment  in  committee,  I  found  that  all  the 
members  of  the  other  party  voted  against 
me.  Since  they  obviously  outnumber  us 
a  great  deal,  there  would  really  be  no 
useful  purpose  served  in  asking  for  a 
vote;  but  I  did  want  to  call  it  to  the 
attention  of  the  Senate  and  to  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  country. 

Mr.  SCOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  in  op¬ 
position  to  the  pending  amendment. 

The  Board  of  Judges  of  the  U.S.  Dis¬ 
trict  Court  for  the  eastern  district  of 
Pennsylvania  unanimously  support  the 
construction  of  a  new  courthouse.  They 
report  that  the  court  cannot  continue  to 
cut  down  its  huge  backlog  without  addi¬ 
tional  courtrooms  and  other  facilities. 
The  eastern  district,  with  a  population 
of  5  million  persons,  has  been  overlooked 
until  recently,  in  Federal  construction 
plans.  Within  the  past  10  years  Federal 
courthouses  have  been  built  in  64  cities 
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across  our  Nation.  The  continued  ex¬ 
clusion  of  Philadelphia  cannot  be  justi¬ 
fied  when  one  realizes  that  only  nine 
of  the  50  States  have  a  greater  popula¬ 
tion  than  the  eastern  district  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania. 

Mi'.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  a  letter  on  this  matter  from 
the  Chief  Judge  of  the  U.S.  District 
Court  for  the  eastern  district  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania  to  the  Administrator  of  the  GSA 
be  printed  at  this  point  in  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

U.S.  District  Court, 

Eastern  District  of  Pennsylvania, 

Philadelphia,  Pa.,  May  1,  1968. 
Re:  U.S.  Courthouse,  Philadelphia,  Pa. 

Hon.  Lawson  B.  Knott,  Jr., 

Administrator,  General  Services  Administra¬ 
tion,  General  Services  Building,  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Knott:  The  Judges  of  our  Court 
have  requested  me  to  bring  to  your  attention 
our  acute  concern  about  the  timetable  for 
the  construction  of  additional  facilities  of 
two  courtrooms  and  related  Judges’  cham¬ 
bers  on  the  fifth  floor  of  our  present  build¬ 
ing. 

The  timetable  contemplates  completion  on 
May  15,  1970,  some  two  years  hence  and  is 
completely  unrealistic  as  far  as  our  needs  are 
concerned. 

In  1961  the  complement  of  this  Court  was 
increased  from  eight  to  eleven  Judges  at  a 
time  when  we  had  only  six  trial  courtrooms. 
Between  the  period  of  1961  to  late  1965,  this 
number  was  increased  to  ten.  In  1966  the 
complement  was  raised  from  eleven  to  four¬ 
teen.  Solely  because  of  lack  of  adequate  fa¬ 
cilities  we  have  been  unable  to  operate  with 
any  degree  of  efficiency.  With  the  second 
largest  number  of  cases  in  the  country 
(Southern  District  of  New  York  is  the  larg¬ 
est)  ,  it  has  caused  a  real  denial  of  justice 
to  some  five  million  people  located  in  this 
district. 

It  has  occurred  to  us,  since  funds  are  avail¬ 
able,  according  to  the  Head  of  the  Business 
Administration  of  the  Administrative  Office 
of  the  United  States  Courts,  that  this  sched¬ 
ule  can  be  tightened.  This  is  not  a  question 
of  future  needs,  it  is  a  need  which  has  ex¬ 
isted  since  1961  and  requires  immediate  ac¬ 
tion. 

I  am  now  asking  you  to  instruct  the  appro¬ 
priate  department  of  your  Agency  to  review 
this  project,  advance  the  time  schedule  and 
give  us  our  new  courtrooms  by  the  very  latest 
February  1,  1969.  This  is  not  impossible.  We 
urgently  need  the  facilities  and  ask  you  to 
give  this  top  priority. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Thomas  J.  Clary. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  with¬ 
draw  my  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  is  withdrawn. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  that  it  be 
stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read  as 
follows : 

On  page  11,  line  20,  strike  the  figures 
“$2,052,000”,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
“$2,452,000”. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  if  I  may 
have  the  attention  of  the  Senator  in 
charge  of  the  bill,  I  should  like  to  ex¬ 
plain  the  amendment,  and  will  do  so 
briefly. 


I  hope  that  my  amendment  will  be 
adopted.  It  involves  $400,000  for  Indian 
scholarships,  restoring  the  amount  of 
money  provided  for  that  purpose  by  the 
House  on  a  vote  on  the  House  floor. 

I  apologize  for  bringing  it  up  here  so 
abruptly  but,  as  the  Senator  knows,  the 
bill  just  came  up  today  and  this  item 
has  only  just  now  come  to  my  attention. 

Let  me- first  say  that  the  amendment 
comes  on  page  11  of  the  bill,  line  20,  and 
would  add  $400,000  to  the  new  committee 
figure  there  shown. 

I  call  the  attention  of  the  Senator  in 
charge  of  the  bill  to  page  10  of  the 
report.  There  the  House  allowance  for 
education  and  welfare  services  is  shown 
to  be  $752,000. 

At  first  glance,  it  appears  that  the 
amount  of  money  for  that  purpose  was 
raised  by  the  recommendations  of  the 
Senate  committee.  However,  it  has  been 
called  to  my  attention,  as  is  stated  in  the 
committee  report,  that  actually  the 
amount  of  money  allowed  for  Indian 
scholarships  was  not  increased  but  de¬ 
creased  by  some  $400,000  by  action  of  the 
Senate  committee  and,  in  addition,  to 
the  $352,000  allowed  for  scholarships,  an 
item  not  in  the  House  bill  for  construc¬ 
tion  of  schools  and  maintenance  was 
added,  thus  increasing  the  total  figure, 
while  decreasing  by  $400,000  the  amount 
of  money  available  for  Indian  scholar¬ 
ships. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  If  the  Senator  will 
yield  at  that  point,  let  me  say  that  we 
had  quite  a  discussion  on  this  in  com¬ 
mittee;  and,  if  my  memory  serves  me  cor¬ 
rectly,  the  figure  of  $352,000  to  which 
he  refers  takes  care  of  all  students  in 
the  schools. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  It  does  not,  if  I  may 
beg  to  disagree  with  my  distinguished 
colleague. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  We  have  gone  into 
this  in  quite  some  detail.  If  the  Senator 
is  right,  I  will  accept  his  amendment,  or 
recommend  that  it  be  accepted,  but  our 
information  is  that  this  takes  care  of  all 
those  in  school.  It  does  not  take  care  of 
expanded  programs.  After  all,  the  school 
year  has  already  begun,  so  there  is  no 
emergency  need  at  this  time.  That  is  the 
reason  why  this  was  done. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  think  there  is  an  emer¬ 
gency  because  it  has  to  do  with  the  on¬ 
going  nature  of  scholarships  for  the 
second  term  of  some  600  Indian  kids. 

I  call  the  attention  of  the  Senator  to 
page  96  of  the  hearings  in  the  other  body 
where  a  representative  of  the  adminis¬ 
tration,  Mr.  Zellers,  was  being  ques¬ 
tioned  by  Congresswoman  Hansen,  as 
follows: 

Mr.  Zellers.  The  300,  the  full-time  people 
would  be  able,  in  some  of  the  quarter  schools, 
if  this  gets  through  soon  enough,  to  pick  up 
now.  The  others  would  be  able  to  pick  up  on 
a  quarter  semester  basis  and  then  go  to 
summer  school. 

Mrs.  .Hansen.  You  have  that  many  appli¬ 
cants  waiting  for  scholarships? 

Mr.  Zellers.  Yes,  ma’am. 

Mrs.  Hansen.  How  many  applicants  do  you 
have? 

Mr.  Zellers.  We  have  300. 

Mrs.  Hansen.  Three  hundred  that  are 
eligible? 

Mr.  Zellers.  That  are  eligible  for  scholar¬ 
ships  and  then  we  have  another  600  who 
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have  only  been  funded  for  half  year  and 
these  are  primarily  freshmen. 

Mrs.  Hansen.  If  the  money  is  not  granted, 
then  they  cannot  continue - 

Mr.  Zellers.  We  cannot  fund  them  for  the 
second  half  of  the  year. 

Mr.  Hansen.  Where  would  they  then  go 
for  scholarship  funds? 

Mr.  Zellers.  Presumably  they  have  already 
exhausted  all  sources  before  they  come  to 
us. 

Now  I  call  to  the  attention  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator,  also,  page  H9670  of  the  Congres¬ 
sional  Record  for  October  9,  1968,  which 
was  yesterday,  in  which  a  colloquy  was 
carried  on  in  the  House  between  Mr.  Ed¬ 
mondson,  of  Oklahoma,  Mr.  Udall,  of 
Arizona,  and  Mrs.  Hansen,  of  Washing¬ 
ton,  in  which,  again,  it  was  pointed  out 
that  unless  the  full  $752,000  was  al¬ 
lowed— that  is  the  full  amount  requested 
in  the  supplemental  and  the  full  amount 
allowed  by  the  House — about  600  stu¬ 
dents  who  have  been  funded  only  for 
half  a  year,  and  who  are  primarily  fresh¬ 
men,  may  find  themselves  cut  off  at  mid¬ 
year.  I  do  not  believe  that  is  what  the 
committee  intended.  I  am,  therefore, 
hopeful  that  this  amount  may  be  re¬ 
stored.  It  has  just  come  to  my  attention. 
I  think  it  is  deserving  and  worthwhile. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  How  much  is  the  Sen- 

q  fn  T»  Q  oV  1  T“1  C  V  9 

Mr.  HARRIS.  The  addition  of  $400,000 
for  this  purpose,  over  and  above  the 
amount  of  money  which  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee  added  for  the  new  item,  the  school 
in  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  In  other  words,  if  the 
Senator  is  wrong  in  his  estimate,  the 
money  cannot  be  spent,  anyway.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  believe  so,  but  I  go  on 
the  statements  of  Congresswoman  Han¬ 
sen,  who  handled  the  matter  in  the 
House,  of  Congressman  Edmondson,  and 
Congressman  Udall,  all  of  whom  are 
knowledgeable  in  this  field,  plus  Mr.  Zel¬ 
lers,  who  was  the  administration’s  repre¬ 
sentative  in  the  committee. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  This  matter  was  not 
handled  by  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is¬ 
land.  It  was  handled  by  the ’Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee],  I  am  advised 
that  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  feels  the 
amount  allowed  by  the  Senate  fulfills  the 
obligation. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  With  all  due  respect,  we 
cannot  decide  it  on  the  basis - 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Of  course,  the  matter 
will  be  in  conference.  I  understand  the 
House  allowed  $752,000.  It  will  be  in  con¬ 
ference.  If  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
can  furnish  me  with  a  letter,  in  view  of 
the  position  of  the  Senator  from  Wyo¬ 
ming  [Mr.  McGee],  I  shall  be  very  happy 
to  discuss  it  in  conference.  If  what  the 
Senator  says  is  so,  and  if  there  is  agree¬ 
ment  in  the  House  that  what  he  is  say¬ 
ing  is  so,  we  will  be  glad  to  recede. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  do  not  feel  I  would  be 
standing  by  my  duty  to  several  hundred 
Indian  children  to  be  content  with  the 
statement  that  it  will  be  taken  care  of 
in  conference.  We  have  many  Indian 
young  people  in  Oklahoma  who  are  pull¬ 
ing  themselves  up  by  their  bootstraps, 
and  we  should  help  them. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  I  am  told  by  the  staff 
member  that  the  $352,000  is  made  up  of 
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$52,000  for  loans  already  made  and 
$300,000  for  the  second  half  of  the  year. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  have  referred  to  yes¬ 
terday’s  Congressional  Record.  The  col¬ 
loquy  was  carried  on  in  the  House  only 
yesterday  between  Congresswoman  Han¬ 
sen,  handling  the  matter  on  the  floor, 
who  brought  out  of  committee  the  figure 
of  $500,000,  and  Congressman  Edmond¬ 
son,  of  Oklahoma,  who  offered  an 
amendment  to  increase  the  figure  to 
$752,000,  and  that  amendment  was 
adopted. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Is  the  Senator  asking 
money  for  new  scholarships? 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  am  asking  for  the 
$752,000 - 

Mr.  PASTORE.  I  know,  but  does  it  in¬ 
clude  new  scholarships?  If  it  does,  the 
Senator  is  right.  If  it  does  not.  I  would 
say  the  Senator  may  be  in  error. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  say  it  includes - 

Mr.  PASTORE.  We  did  not  allow  new 
scholarships  in  the  figure  of  the  Senate 
committee.  If  what  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  is  talking  about  is  new  schol¬ 
arships  for  the  good  Indian  children — 
and  I  have  as  much  compassion  for  them 
as  any  Senator — then  perhaps  we  can 
get  together. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  According  to  the  testi¬ 
mony,  it  includes  300  students  who  have 
applied  and  would  be  eligible,  and  it  also 
includes  600  scholarships  now  in  force 
that  need  to  be  funded  for  the  last  half 
of  the  year.  The  House  has  adopted  the 
full  $752,000.  It  seems  to  me  it  is  such  a 
small  matter.  Here  are  people  who  are 
trying  to  help  themselves,  and  we  ought 
to  help  them  help  themselves. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  I  am  perfectly  willing 
to  take  it  to  conference.  That  is  my  own 
personal  view.  I  am  willing  to  accept  the 
amendment.  I  have  the  highest  respect 
for  the  knowledgeability  of  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma,  especially  when  it  comes 
to  Indian  children.  I  am  not  one  to  say 
he  does  not  know  that  subject.  I  am  one 
to  say  he  knows  it  well.  If  he  feels  an 
injustice  is  being  done  to  these  children, 
I  am  more  than  willing  to  cooperate. 
This  is  a  matter  of  humanity.  If  we  are 
overbudgeting,  the  money  will  not  be 
used.  Unless  the  children  take  the  schol¬ 
arships,  there  is  nothing  to  worry  about. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  want  to  join  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Rhode  Island 
as  well  as  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  and  to  say  that  this  is  the 
most  worthy  cause  for  which  this  money, 
small  as  it  is,  could  be  spent.  It  would  be 
only  a  small,  partial  repayment. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  I  hope  the  record  is 
clear  that  the  Senate  committee  did  not 
intend  to  cut  these  Indian  students  off. 
There  may  be  something  to  an  expanded 
program.  The  amendment  has  been  ex¬ 
plained.  I  see  no  harm  in  accepting  the 
amendment.  I  hope  to  discuss  it  with  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee], 
and  if  I  am  not  successfully  persuasive, 
I  will  call  upon  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  may 
I  add  that  the  champion  of  the  Indians, 
and  good  champion  that  he  is,  is  always 
out  in  the  forefront.  They  are  both 
champions. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  call  up 
my  amendment,  which  I  send  to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDINT  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
New  York  will  be  stated. 

The  Assistant  Legislative  Clerk.  It  is 
proposed,  on  page  10,  line  15,  to  strike 
out  “$2,500,000,”  and  insert  in  lieu  there¬ 
of  “$5,000,000”. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  if  I  may 
have  the  attention  of  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island — and  I  beg  him  to  listen 
to  me  with  an  open  mind — I  believe  that 
I  have  a  very  strong  case  to  present. 

Mr.  President,  my  amendment  seeks  to 
raise  from  the  $2.5  million  allowed  by 
both  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
the  Senate  to  $5  million  the  amount  of 
money  which  will  be  available  to  under¬ 
write  a  3 -percent  interest  rate  for  col¬ 
leges  and  universities  which  proposed  to 
build  new  college  housing  and  issue  their 
own  obligations  for  it.  The  underwrit¬ 
ing  by  the  Federal  Government  will  en¬ 
able  them  to  pay  a  market  rate  of  in¬ 
terest,  for  them  estimated  at  5.5  per¬ 
cent,  by  giving  them  a  grant,  as  it  were, 
of  the  difference  between  3  percent  and 
5.5  percent. 

The  figure  in  the  budget — and  this  is 
a  budgeted  item ;  we  are  not  dealing  with 
an  unbudgeted  item — was  $7.5  million, 
because  it  was  confidently  expected,  not 
only  by  the  Budget  people  and  by  the 
Department,  which  is  one  thing,  but  by 
the  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  of 
the  Senate,  that  $300  million  could  be 
used  in  this  fiscal  year  for  such  con¬ 
struction. 

I  am  a  member  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee,  Mr.  President,  but  I  was  not 
present  at  the  meeting  yesterday  after¬ 
noon,  for  a  well-known  reason.  I  was 
locked  in  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  in 
an  effort  to  deal  with  medicaid,  another 
important  problem,  and  hence  I  was  un¬ 
able  to  present  this  amendment  to  the 
committee.  % 

But  the  program  which  is  involved 
here,  Mr.  President,  is  one  of  my  own 
authorship,  which  the  Committee  on 
Banking  and  Currency  was  kind  enough 
and  wise  enough,  I  think,  to  accept,  to 
put  into  the  housing  bill,  which  we  just 
passed — that  is  why  it  is  in  the  supple¬ 
mental — and  to  speak  of  in  very  high 
terms. 

This  is  one  element,  Mr.  President,  I 
point  out  to  my  friend  from  Rhode  Is¬ 
land,  because  I  am  really  speaking  to 
him, — we  can  get  a  quorum  call  and  all 
that,  but  I  think  I  can  present  the  case 
to  him— in  an  important  and  interesting 
new  financing  technique,  of  which  col¬ 
lege  housing  is  but  one  aspect.  We  made 
use  of  the  same  technique  for  the  college 
teaching  facilities,  which  we  just  put  into 
the  higher  education  bill  and,  although 
I  was  stymied  by  the  conference,  the  Sen¬ 
ate  adopted  the  principle  on  a  multi¬ 
billion  dollar  hospital  building  program; 
and,  though  I  was  initially  unsuccessful, 
the  conferees  admitted  that  they  will 
take  it  next  year  if  I  am  lucky  enough  to 
be  back,  and  assuming  our  situation  re¬ 
mains  roughly  the  same. 

The  reason  why  this  financing  tech¬ 
nique  is  so  gifted — and  I  received  it,  in- 


cidentaly,  from  the  best  financing  people 
in  this  country — is  because  it  avoids  a 
budgetary  impact  by  bringing  money  out 
of  the  private  sector,  and  enables  us  to 
do  things  which  otherwise  were  being 
done  by  direct  Government  loans,  except 
that,  because  of  our  budget  situation,  we 
cannot  make  the  loans  available.  There¬ 
fore,  we  were  faced  by  the  choice  that 
either  we  forgo  it  altogether,  or  we  find 
some  other  way. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  have  not  yet  come  to  my 
main  point,  if  I  may  continue - 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Maybe  the  Senator  will 
not  have  to  come  the  main  point,  if  he 
will  yield  for  just  a  minute  at  this  point. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Very  well. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  This  is  a  new  program, 
and  we  were  confronted  with  very  serious 
questions.  I  am  the  one  who  handled  the 
items  for  independent  offices  in  the  sup¬ 
plemental  appropriation  bill,  and  this  was 
one  of  them. 

What  the  Department  of  Housing  and 
Urban  Development  did  was  come  back 
after  the  House  had  acted,  and  asked  for 
a  restoration  of  the  entire  budget  esti¬ 
mate,  thus  placing  us  in  a  very  sensitive 
position. 

Mi’.  JAVITS.  I  did  not  suggest  that. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  But  I  was  very  explicit 
to  the  Secretary.  I  asked  him,  “Give  me 
your  priorities.  Do  not  send  me  to  con¬ 
ference  to  try  to  refute  everything  the 
House  of  Representatives  did. 

After  all,  they  do  go  into  these  items 
in  detail.  I  do  not  want  it  to  appear  that 
we  are  the  spenders  and  they  are  the 
savers.  I  am  as  interested  in  saving  money 
as  anyone  else.  We  do  not  appropriate 
this  money  for  personal  pleasure  or  pres¬ 
tige,  but  to  carry  out  our  responsibilities 
to  our  constituents  and  to  our  country.” 

So  the  Secretary  did  come  up  with 
priorities,  and  this  item  was  listed  among 
those  that  would  be  desirable,  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  it  was  a  new  program,  and 
$2.5  million  would  get  it  off  the  ground. 

That  does  not  mean  this  action  is  final. 
We  will  have  other  bills  and  other  sup¬ 
plemental  bills  that  will  come  up. 

I  have  discussed  this  matter  with  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  AllottI.  If 
the  Senator  from  New  York  will  make 
that  figure  $4  million  instead  of  $5  mil¬ 
lion,  we  are  agreeable  to  taking  it  to 
conference  and  will  see  what  we  can  do. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  mean  to 
propose  that  modification,  but  if  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  will  permit 
me  to  tell  him  why  I  made  the  figure 
$5  million,  I  would  like  to  do  so.  After 
all,  strong  feelings  and  consciences  are 
involved,  and  I  feel  that  I  should. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  I  will  appreciate  the 
Senator’s  statement. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Here  are  the  facts.  There 
is  no  question  about  the  bulge  in  enroll¬ 
ments.  The  Banking  and  Currency  Com¬ 
mittee  said  in  its  report  that  the  bottle¬ 
neck  in  respect  to  college  enrollment  is 
housing.  That  is  why  they  cannot  accept 
the  number  of  students  who  seek  ad¬ 
mission,  especially  in  the  public  institu¬ 
tions.  That  is  the  area  where  they  are 
most  squeezed. 

The  committee  then  goes  on  to  point 
out  that  this  kind  of  approach  is  uni¬ 
quely  applicable  to  the  public  institu¬ 
tions,  in  that  many  of  the  public  insti- 
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tutions,  which  are  antonomous  in  many 
States,  will  find  it  attractive  to  do  this 
if  they  only  have  to  pay  a  low  interest 
rate. 

There  is,  incidentally,  a  billion-dollar 
backlog  in  obligations  for  direct  loans 
through  HEW  for  college  housing.  Obvi¬ 
ously,  they  could  not  meet  it.  They  have 
had  a  complete  moratorium  since  1966. 
It  is  impossible  to  meet  that  situation; 
so  I  cast  about,  in  my  mind,  for  some 
way  to  try  to  do  the  job. 

The  Banking  and  Currency  Committee 
wanted  $300  million  for  direct  loans, 
which  they  said  was  minimal.  HUD  said 
they  would  have  to  place  $100  million  in 
direct  loans  for  the  smaller  institutions, 
because  they  cannot  borrow  on  any 
terms.  So  that  will  leave  the  large  in¬ 
stitutions  and  the  public  institutions  to 
utilize  this  new  plan.  That  they  say  they 
can  do. 

So  what  I  did  was  take  two-thirds  of 
the  amount.  Leaving  the  total  at  $300 
million,  assume  there  is  $100  million 
in  direct  loans,  leaving  $200  million  sub¬ 
ject  to  this  kind  of  approach,  when  I 
drew  the  amendment  I  made  it  2.5  per¬ 
cent  of  that  amount,  or  $5  million.  I 
tried  to  use  my  head,  also,  and  give  the 
Senator  something  he  could  take  or 
leave. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  my  amend¬ 
ment  be  modified  to  make  the  amount 
$4  million. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  has  that  right.  The  amendment 
will  be  so  modified. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  New 
York.  - 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment.  If  there 
be  no  further  amendment  to  be  proposed, 
the  question  is  on  the  engrossment  of  the 
amendments  and  third  reading  of  the 
bill. 

The  amendments  were  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  (H.R.  20300)  was  read  the 
third  time. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays  on  final  passage. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  shall  vote  against  the  bill  because, 
in  my  opinion,  we  have  made  a  great  mis¬ 
take  in  making  these  exceptions.  In  my 
opinion,  the  passage  of  the  pending  bill 
with  the  exceptions  contained  therein 
nullifies  whatever  remains  of  the  $6  bil¬ 
lion  spending  cut. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
having  been  read  the  third  time,  the 
question  is,  Shall  it  pass?  On  this  ques¬ 
tion  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered, 
and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 


The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  an¬ 
nounce  that  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Ellender],  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  Gruening],  the  Senator  from 
Hawaii  [Mr.  Inouye]  ,  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Long],  and  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge]  are  absent 
on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Alaska  [Mr.  Bartlett]  ,  the  Senator  from 
Indiana  [Mr.  Bayh],  the  Senator  from 
Nevada  [Mr.  Bible],  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Brewster],  the  Senator 
from  Nevada  [Mr.  Cannon],  the  Senator 
from  Idaho  [Mr.  Church],  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark],  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Eastland], 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Ful- 
bright],  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Gore],  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Hill],  the  Senator  from  South  Car¬ 
olina  [Mr.  Hollings],  the  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Jackson],  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche],  the  Senator 
from  Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson],  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Carthy],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  McGee],  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  McGovern],  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Mondale]  ,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Monroney], 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse], 
the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Moss],  the 
Senator  from  Maine  [Mr.  Muskie],  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Ribi- 
coff],  the  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Symington]  ,  and  the  Senator  from  Mary¬ 
land  [Mr.  Tydings]  are  necessarily  ab¬ 
sent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr. 
Bartlett],  the  Senator  from  Maryland 
[Mr.  Brewster],  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
vada  [Mr.  Cannon],  the  Senator  from 
Idaho  [Mr.  Church],  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark],  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Alaska  [Mr.  Gruening],  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Hill],  the 
Senator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Jack- 
son],  the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Lau¬ 
sche],  the  Senator  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Magnuson],  the  Senator  from  Wyo¬ 
ming  [Mr.  McGee],  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Mondale],  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Monroney],  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse],  the 
Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Moss],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Ribicoff], 
the  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Syming¬ 
ton],  and  the  Senator  from  Maryland 
[Mr.  Tydings]  would  each  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett],  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Cotton]  ,  the  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr. 
Dominick],  the  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Goodell],  the  Senators  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Kuchel  and  Mr.  Murphy], 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Percy], 
the  Senator  from  Maine  [Mrs.  Smith], 
and  the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower] 
are  necessarily  absent. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  [Mr.  Dominick],  the 
Senator  from  New  York  [Mr.  Goodell], 
the  Senators  from  California  [Mr. 
Kuchel  and  Mr.  Murphy],  the  Senator 
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from  Illinois  [Mr.  Percy],  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Maine  [Mrs.  Smith]  would  each 
vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Utah 
[Mr.  Bennett]  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower].  If  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Utah  would 
vote  “yea”  and  the  Senator  from  Texas 
would  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  57, 
nays  3,  as  follows: 

[No.  332  Leg.] 

YEAS— 57 


Aiken 

Hansen 

Montoya 

Allott 

Harris 

Morton 

Anderson 

Hart 

Mundt 

Baker 

Hartke 

Nelson 

Boggs 

Hatfield 

Pastore 

Brooke 

Hayden 

Pearson 

Burdick 

Hickenlooper 

PeU 

Byrd,  Va. 

Holland 

Prouty 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Hruska 

Proxmire 

Carlson 

Javits 

Randolph 

Case 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Scott 

Cooper 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Smathers 

Curtis 

Kennedy 

Sparkman 

Dirksen 

Long,  La. 

Spong 

Dodd 

Mansfield 

Stennis 

Ervin 

McClellan 

Williams,  N.J. 

Fannin 

McIntyre 

Yarborough 

Fong 

Metcalf 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Griffin 

Miller 

NAYS— 3 

Young,  Ohio 

Russell 

Thurmond 

Williams,  Del. 

NOT  VOTING — 40 

Bartlett 

Gore 

Monroney 

Bayh 

Gruening 

Morse 

Bennett 

Hill 

Moss 

Bible 

Hollings 

Murphy 

Brewster 

Inouye 

Muskie 

Cannon 

Jackson 

Percy 

Church 

Kuchel 

Ribicoff 

Clark 

Lausche 

Smith 

Cotton 

Long,  Mo. 

Symington 

Dominick 

Magnuson 

Talmadge 

Eastland 

McCarthy 

Tower 

Ellender 

McGee 

Tydings 

Fulbright 

McGovern 

Goodell 

Mondale 

So  the  bill  (H.R.  20300)  was  passed. 


Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  bill 
was  passed. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo¬ 
tion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  insist  upon  its  amend¬ 
ments,  request  a  conference  with  the 
House,  and  that  the  Chair  be  authorized 
to  appoint  the  conferees  on  the  part  of 
the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Holland, 
Mr.  Pastore,  Mr.  Russell,  Mr.  Hill,  Mr. 
Stennis,  Mr.  Byrd  of  West  Virginia,  Mr. 
McGee,  Mr.  Mundt,  Mr.  Young  of  North 
Dakota,  Mr.  Kuchel,  and  Mr.  Allott 
conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 


NURSING  HOME  f^ARE  FOR  CERTAIN 
VETERANS 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  MrS.  President,  I  ask 
the  Chair  to  lay  before  the  Senate  a  mes¬ 
sage  from  the  House  of  Representatives 
on  H.R.  3593.  \ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  the  amendment  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  theVamend- 
ments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bil\(H.R. 
3593)  to  amend  title  38  of  the  United 
States  Code  to  eliminate  certain  require¬ 
ments  for  the  furnishing  of  nursing 
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answered  to  my  name.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  permanent  Record  and 
Journal  be  corrected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the.  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
Yore 

Th^e  was  no  objection. 

INVESTIGATION  AND  STUDY  OF 
HOUSING.  AND  NEW  TOWN  AND 
COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT,  AND 
GOVERNMENTAL  FINANCIAL  IN¬ 
STITUTIONS  AND  CENTRAL  BANKS 

Mr.  BOLLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  call 
up  House  Resolution  1804  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration 

The  Clerk  read  the  re^qlution,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

H.  Res.  1304 
Resolved,  That,  for  the  purpose  of  the 
studies  and  investigations  specified  in  H. 
Res.  356,  approved  by  the  House  ol  Repre¬ 
sentatives  on  March  7,  1967,  the  Committee 
on  Banking  and  Currency  is  authorized  to 
send  not  more  than  five  members  of  S\jch 
committee  and  three  staff  members  to 
land,  Ireland,  Austria,  Greece,  Italy,  Prance 
Union  of  Soviet  Socialist  Republics,  Ger¬ 
many,  Sweden,  Finland,  and  Holland,  for  the 
purpose  of  conducting  an  investigation  and 
study  of  housing,  and  new  town  and  com¬ 
munity  development,  and  government 
financial  institutions  and  central  banks  as 
they  relate  to  housing;  and  is  further  au¬ 
thorized  to  send  not  more  than  five  members 
of  such  committee  and  three  staff  members 
to  the  Republic  of  China,  India,  Australia, 
Japan,  Pakistan,  Philippines,  Thailand,  Hong 
Kong,  and  Korea,  to  investigate  and  study 
housing  and  new  community  developments 
and  development  lending  activities  in  which 
the  United  States  participates. 

Notwithstanding  section  1754  of  title  22, 
United  States  Code  or,  any  other  provision 
of  law,  local  currencies  owned  by  the  United 
States  shall  be  made  available  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  no  Banking  and  Currency  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  employees  en¬ 
gaged  in  carrying  out  their  official  duties 
under  section  190(d)  of  tllte  2,  United  States 
Code:  Provided,  That  (1)  no  member  or  em¬ 
ployee  of  said  committee  shall  receive  or  ex¬ 
pend  local  currencies  for  subsistence  in  any 
counrty  at  a  rate  in  excess  of  the  maximum 
per  diem  rate  set  forth  in  section  502(b)  of 
the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954,  as  amende; 
by  Public  Law  88-633,  approved  October 
1964;  (2)  no  member  or  meployee  of  said 
committee  shall  receive  or  expand  an  amount 
for  transportation  in  excess  of  actual/trans¬ 
portation;  (3)  no  appropriated  funds  shall 
be  expended  for  the  purpose  of  defraying  ex¬ 
penses  of  members  of  said  committee  or  its 
employees  in  any  country  where  counter¬ 
part  funds  are  available  for  this  purpose. 

That  each  member  or  employee  of  said 
committee  shall  make  to  /the  chairman  of 
said  committee  an  itemized  report  showing 
the  number  of  days  visited  in  each  country 
where  local  currencies  were  spent,  the 
amount  of  per  diem  furnished,  and  the  cost 
of  transportation  if/furnished  by  public  car¬ 
rier,  or  if  such  transportation  is  furnished 
by  an  agency  of/ the  United  States  Govern¬ 
ment,  the  cost/ of  such  transportation,  and 
the  identification  of  the  agency.  All  such 
individual  imports  shall  be  filed  by  the  chair¬ 
man  with/the  Committee  on  House  Adminis¬ 
tration  ^md  shall  be  open  to  public  inspec¬ 
tion. 

fth  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ment: 

'On  page  1,  line  6,  after  “France”,  strike 
/out  "Union  of  Soviet  Socialist  Republics”. 

The  committee  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 


Mr.  BOLLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve 
my  time,  and  I  will  yield  half  of  my  time 
to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Latta], 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not  in 
support  of  the  resolution.  I  understand 
the  resolution  is  going  to  pass,  but  I  just 
want  to  point  out  to  the  Members  of  the 
House  that  this  particular  committee  al¬ 
ready  has  outstanding  one  travel  resolu¬ 
tion  that  they  have  not  exhausted.  House 
Resolution  1093.  They  are  proposing  to 
study  new  towns  in  Europe,  and  a  trip  is 
also  planned  to  the  Far  East.  They  have 
had  one  in  Europe  on  this  subject.  I  am 
opposed  to  it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  BOLLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  resolution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
resolution. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  announced  that  the  ayes  ap¬ 
peared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object  to  the/ 
vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present  and  make  the  point  of  order  that 
quorum  is  not  present.  / 

.The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  qu^um  is 
no\present. 

ve  Doorkeeper  will  close  the  doors, 
the  Sbrgeant-at-Arms  will  notify  absent 
Members,  and  the  Clerk  wiLrcall  the  roll. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yea\l52,  nays  66/ not  voting  213, 
as  follows: 

[Roll  Nc/ 424] 


NAYS— 66 


Abernethy 

Albert 

Anderson,  HI. 
Andrews, 

N.  Dak. 
Ashley 
Bingham 
Boland 
Bolling 
Bolton , 
Bradejnas 
Bray 
Brihkley 
Brown,  Mich. 
Buchanan 
''Burke,  Mass. 
Burleson 
Byrne,  Pa. 
Cahill 
Cohelan 
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GiblXjns 
GiySei 
jnzali 
ioodlini 
'Griffin 
Griffiths 
Gubser 
Hagan 
Halpern 
Hanley 

Hansen,  Wash. 

Hardy 

Hathaway 

Hechler,  W.  Va, 

Horton 

Hosmer 

Irwin 

Johnson,  Pa. 
Jonas 
Jones,  Ala. 


Conable 

Jones,  Mo. 

Conte 

Kastenmeier 

Conyers 

Kazen 

Corbett 

Kee 

Daddario 

Kelly 

Daniels 

Komegay 

Davis,  Ga. 

Laird 

Dawson 

Leggett 

de  la  Garza 

Lipscomb 

Delaney 

Lloyd 

Dellenback 

Long,  La. 

Derwinski 

McCloskey 

Dingell 

McClure 

Dole 

McCulloch 

Donohue 

McDade 

Downing 

McDonald, 

Dulski 

Mich. 

Eckhardt 

MacGregor 

Edmondson 

Machen 

Esch 

Mahon 

Eshleman 

Mathias,  Calif. 

Feighan 

Matsunaga 

Findley 

May 

Flood 

MeskiU 

Flynt 

Minish 

Ford, 

Mink 

William  D. 

Monagan 

Fraser 

Morgan 

Frelinghuysen 

Morton 

Friedel 

Murphy,  HI. 

Garmatz 

Natcher 

Gathings 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

O’Neal,  Ga. 
O’Neill,  Mass. 
Passman 
Patten 
Perkins 
Philbin 
Pike 
•J’irnie 
(page 
[ce,  Ill. 

>r 

PucrKski 
Purcel 
Quie 
Reid,  N.1 
Reuss 
Rhodes,  Pa.' 
Riegle 
Rivers 
Rodino 
Rooney,  N.Y. 
Rosenthal 
Roybal 
Sandman 
St.  Onge 
Saylor 
Scheuer 
Schneebell 
Shriver 
Skubitz  - 
Slack 

Smith,  Iowa 

Stanton 

Steed 

Stephens 

Stubblefield 

Stuckey 

Tenzer 

Tieman 

Udall 

Van  Deerlin 

Vander  Jagt 

Waggonner 

Watts 

Whalen 

Whalley 

White 

Whitten 

Williams,  Pa. 

Yates 

Zablocki 


Adams 
Andrews,  Ala. 
Arends 
Ashbrook 
Bates 
Battin 
Bennett 
Betts 
Brotzman 
Brown,  Ohio 
Broyhill,  Va. 
Byrnes,  Wis. 
Chamberlain 
Clawson,  Del 
Cleveland 
Colmer 
Culver 
Davis,  Wis. 
Dowdy 
Duncan 
Foley 
Fountain 


Grover 

Reid,  HI.  / 

Gude 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Hall 

Roth  / 

Hutchinson 

Rumsfeld 

Jarman 

Satterfield 

King,  N.Y. 

Scherle 

Latta 

Sohwengel 

Lennon 

j3mith,  N.Y. 

Long,  Md. 

-  /Steiger,  Wis. 

McMillan 

/  Taft 

Marsh 

/  Talcott 

Mayne  / 

Taylor 

Miller,  Ohio 

Teague,  Calif. 

Mills  / 

Thompson,  Ga. 

Mize  / 

Tuck 

Myers' 

Wampler 

Nelpen 

Watson 

O’Konski 

Winn 

BOff 

Wyatt 

/Price,  Tex. 

Wylie 

'  Randall 

Wyman 

Rarick 

Zwach 
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Abbitt  / 

Fuqua 

Moss 

Adair  / 

Galifianakis 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Addabfjo 

Gallagher 

Nedzi 

Anderson, 

Gardner 

Nichols 

Term. 

Gettys 

Nix 

Annunzio 

Giaimo 

O’Hara,  HI. 

Ashmore 

Gray 

Olsen 

Aspinall 

Green,  Oreg. 

Ottinger 

Ayres 

Green,  Pa. 

Patman 

Baring 

Gross 

Pelly 

Barrett 

Gurney 

Pepper 

Belcher 

Haley 

Pettis 

Bell 

Halleck 

Pickle 

Berry 

Hamilton 

Podell 

Bevill 

Hammer- 

Pollock 

Biester 

schmidt 

Quillen 

Blackburn 

Hanna 

Railsback 

Blanton 

Hansen,  Idaho 

Rees 

Blatnik 

Harrison 

Reifel 

Boggs 

Harsha 

Reinecke 

Bow 

Harvey 

Resnick 

Brasco 

Hawkins 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Brock 

Hays 

Roberts 

Brooks 

Hebert 

Robison 

Broomfield 

Heckler,  Mass. 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Brown,  Calif. 

Helstoski 

Ronan 

Broyhill,  N.C. 

Henderson 

Rooney,  Pa. 

Burke,  Fla. 

Herlong 

Rostenkowski 

Burton,  Calif. 

Hicks 

Roudebush 

Burton,  Utah 

Holifield 

Roush 

Bush 

Howard 

Ruppe 

Button 

HuH 

Ryan 

Cabell 

Hungate 

St  Germain 

Carey 

Hunt 

Schadeberg 

Carter 

Ichord 

Schweiker 

Casey 

Jacobs 

Scott 

Cederberg 

Joelson 

Selden 

Celler 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Shipley 

Clancy 

Jones,  N.C. 

Sikes 

Clark 

Karsten 

Sisk 

Clausen, 

Karth 

Smith,  Calif. 

DonH. 

Keith 

Smith,  Okla. 

Collier 

King,  Calif. 

Snyder 

Collins 

Kirwan 

Springer 

Corman 

Kleppe 

Stafford 

Cowger 

Kluczynski 

Staggers 

Cramer 
\Cunningham 
Surtis 
DSnney 
Dent 
Device 
Dicki 
Diggs 
Dorn 
Dow 
Dwyer 
Edwards,  Ala) 
Edwards,  Cal 
Edwards,  La. 
Eilberg 
Erlenborn 
Evans,  Colo. 
Everett 
Evins,  Term. 
Fallon 
Farbstein 
FasceU 
Fino 
Fisher 


Kupferman 
Kuykendall 
Kyi 
Kyros 
Landrum 
Langen  * 
Lukens 
McCarthy 
McClory 
McEwen 
McFall 
Macdonald, 
Mass. 
,ladden 
milliard 
Martin 
Mathias,  Md. 
Meeds . 
Michel 
Miller,  Qalif. 
Minshall  \ 


Montgomery  Wolff 


Stratton 

Sullivan 

Teague,  Tex. 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Tunmey 

Ullman 

Utt 

Vanik 

Vigorito 

Waldie 

Walker 

Watkins 

Whitener 

Widnall 

Wiggins 

WUlis 

Wilson,  Bob 
Wilson, 

Charles  H. 


Moore  \  Wright 
nsner  Moorhead  \  Wydler 

Ford,  Gerald  R.  Morris,  N.  Mex. 'Young 
Fulton,  Pa.  Morse,  Mass.  Zion 

Fulton,  Term.  Mosher  \ 

•  So  the  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

Messrs.  ADAMS,  RUMSFELD,  LONG 
of  Maryland,  and  STEIGER  of  Wiscon¬ 
sin  changed  their  votes  from  yea  trknay. 

Mrs.  HANSEN  of  Washington  changed 
her  vote  from  “nay”  to  “yea.” 


\ 


*19758 

e  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  abqye  recorded. 

Thedoors  were  opened. 

A  moripn  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

Mr.  MATSUNAGA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  a  clerical  error 
appearing  on  p^ge  1,  line  3,  of  the  reso¬ 
lution  just  agrehd  to  be  corrected  to  read 
“March  8,  1967”\nstead  of  “March  7, 
1967.’ 

The  SPEAKER,  ik  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ha¬ 
waii? 

There  was  no  objection> 
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APPOINTMENT  OF  CONFEREES  ON 
H.R.  20300,  SUPPLEMENTAL  AP¬ 
PROPRIATIONS,  1969 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  take  from  the  Speaker’s 
table  the  bill  (H.R.  20300)  making  sup¬ 
plemental  appropriations  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other 
purposes,  with  Senate  amendments 
thereto,  disagree  to  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ments,  and  agree  to  the  conference  asked 
by  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  ap¬ 
points  the  following  conferees:  Messrs. 
Mahon,  Whitten,  Rooney  of  New  York, 
Passman,  Boland,  Natcher,  Flood,  Mrs. 


Hansen  of  Washington,  Messrs.  Jonas, 
Laird,  Cederberg,  Lipscomb,  and  Shriver. 

CORRECTION  OF  VOTE 

Mr.  FRIEDEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  roll- 
call  No.  416  I  am  recorded  as  not  voting. 
I  was  present  and  voted  “yea.”  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  permanent 
Record  and  Journal  be  corrected  ac¬ 
cordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mary¬ 
land? 

There  was  no  objection. 


RELATING  TO  CREDITABI 

ICE  FOR  RETIREMENT  PI 

OF  JOHN  T.  M.  REDDAN 

Mr.  HARDY.  Mr.  Speaker,  l\ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediate 
consideration  of  House  Resolution  13t 
relating  to  creditable  service  for  retire^, 
ment  purposes  of  John  T.  M.  Reddan. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution  as 
follows: 

H.  Res.  1306 

Resolved,  That,  for  the  purposes  of  sub- 
chapter  III  of  chapter  83  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  and  subject  to  sections  8334(c) 
and  8339(h)  of  such  title,  the  period  begin¬ 
ning  on  February  1,  1957,  and  ending  at  the 
close  of  December  31,  1962,  during  which 
John  T.  M.  Reddan  performed  full-time  serv¬ 
ice  for  the  Committee  on  Government  Opera¬ 
tions  of  the  House  of  Representatives  pur¬ 
suant  to  written  contract  with  such  commit¬ 
tee,  shall  be  held  and  considered  to  be  a 
period  of  service  performed  by  him  as  a  con¬ 
gressional  employee  within  the  meaning  of 
paragraph  (1)  of  section  2107  of  title  5, 
United  States  Code.  The  United  States  civil 
Service  Commission  shall  accept  the  certifi¬ 
cation  of  the  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Government  Operations  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  or  his  designee,  concerning 
such  service  for  the  purposes  of  this 
resolution. 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ment: 

On  page  1,  line  1,  after  “That,”  insert 
“until  otherwise  provided  by  law” 

The  committee  amendment  was  agr^d 
to. 

The  resolution  wa's  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laig 
table. 


'on  the 


PRESIDENT  JOHNSON  LAUNCHED 
A  NEW  ERA  FOR  CONSUMERS 

(Mrs.  MINK  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  her  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mrs.  MINK.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  October 
8,  the  New  York  Times  said  in  an  edi¬ 
torial  : 

.More  progress  has  been  achieved  in  pro¬ 
tecting  the  consumer  in  the  market  place  in 
the'past  five  years  than  in  any  comparable, 
perioo.  President  Johnson  has  provide^ 
skillfuK  political  leadership. 

I  would  like  to  add  to  the  tribute/ 

President  Johnson  has  not  only  pro¬ 
vided  skillful  political  leadership  in  his 
program  for  the  consumer,  he  lias  given 
the  consumer  the  kind  of  personal  at¬ 
tention  that  canpome  only  from  a  Presi¬ 
dent  who  is  actively  dedicated  to  meet¬ 
ing  the  needs  of  the  peopl 

A  great  many  of  tuba/ needs  have  been 
met. 

In  the  past  4  year/  Cbngress  has  sup¬ 
ported  and  passed/17  of  the  President’s 
proposals  that  a/e  of  direct  benefit  to 
the  consumer./Just  in  the\past  year 
alone,  these  bills  went  through  at  the 
rate  of  one  / month.  This  is  aifNinprec- 
edented  reetord.  And  we  of  the  9  Ot K  Con¬ 
gress  can/take  pride  in  it. 

Because  when  we  pass  bills  that  bene¬ 
fit  the  consumer,  we  benefit  everyone. 
We  are  all  consumers.  We  all  buy  things> 
WVall  use  things.  And  we  all  need  serv¬ 
ices  only  the  marketplace  can  offer. 

That  marketplace  has  become  so  vast, 
so  complicated  and  so  impersonal,  the 
consumer  needs  help  to  assure  him  of 
his  basic  rights  to  safety,  to  choose,  to 
be  heard  and  to  be  informed. 

The  administrative  measures  that  the 
President  has  taken  and  the  bills  that 
the  President  proposed  and  that  we  in 
Congress  have  passed  have  helped  the 
consumer  in  all  these  areas.  The  con¬ 
sumer’s  right  to  safety  has  been 
strengthened  by  laws  to  reduce  accidents 
on  the  highways,  to  prevent  tragedies 
from  flammable  fabrics,  to  prevent  chil¬ 
dren  from  being  injured  by  dangerous 
toys,  to  reduce  deaths  and  property 
losses  from  fires  and  natural  gas  pipe¬ 
line  explosions,  to  make  certain  that 
products  used  in  the  home  are  safe  and 
not  hazardous,  to  improve  our  laboratory 
clinics,  and  to  give  us  more  federally- 
inspected  meat  and  poultry. 

The  consumer’s  right  to  choose  and  to 
be  informed  has  been  strengthened  by 
the  truth-in-packaging  law  and  the 
truth-in-lending  law. 

The  consumer’s  right  to  be  heard  was 
strengthened  by  the  President  just  6 


weeks  after  taking  office.  In  January 
1964,  he  established  the  President’s  Com-/ 
mittee  on  Consumer  Interests  so  that  tl 
voice  of  the  consumer  would  be  “loud, 
clear,  uncompromising  and  effe ctiv/r’  in 
the  highest  councils  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

At  the  same  time,  he  appointed  As¬ 
sistant  Secretary  of  Labor  Esther  Peter¬ 
son  as  his  Special  Assistant  for  Consumer 
Affairs,  a  post  which  was  ^aken  over  last 
year  by  Betty  Furness.  y 

He  also  appointed  y  new  12-member 
Consumer  Advisory  /Council  consisting 
of  university  professors,  home  economics 
teachers,  State  officials,  labor  leaders  and 
other  civic-minded  citizens  to  speak  up 
for  the  consurq/r  and  recommend  actions 
on  his  behalf/ 

I  might  also  add  that  one  of  the  big¬ 
gest  breakthroughs  for  the  consumer 
came  right  here  in  Congress.  The  House 
Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency 
set  up  a  Subcommittee  on  Consumer  Af¬ 
fair/.  And  in  1966,  the  Chairman  of  the 
Zise  Committee  on  Government  Op- 
rations  established  within  his  Com- 
'mittee  a  Special  Inquiry  on  Consumer 
Representation  in  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  the  chairman  of  the  Senate 
Commerce  Committee  created  a  con¬ 
sumer  subcommittee. 

I  do  not  wish  to  imply  that  action 
to  protect  the  consumer  is  something  new 
in  the  Federal  Government.  It  has  been 
going  on  since  the  Constitution  gave 
Congress  the  power  to  fix  the  standard 
of  weights  and  measures.  But  what  I  want 
to  make  clear  is  that  at  no  comparable 
time  in  history  has  the  consumer  moved 
forward  as  quickly  or  as  successfully 
as  he  has  during  President  Johnson’s 
administration. 

This  progress  has  been  apparent  all 
over  the  country. 

Just  in  the  past  year,  consumer  groups 
on  a  national,  State,  and  local  level  in¬ 
creased  from  29  to  45,  and  a  new  national 
organization,  the  Consumer  Federation 
of  America,  came  into  being. 

In  response  to  public  demand  in  the 
^States,  consumer  fraud  protection  agen- 
sies  over  the  past  year  increased  from 
lk  to  26.  And  consumer  councils  from 
four  to  eight. 

In\short,  we  now  have  a  consumer¬ 
conscious  America — an  America  that  has 
wakeneck  to  the  fact  that  all  its  200  mil¬ 
lion  peoples  are  consumers,  and  that  they 
all  have  a  right  to  a  fair  and  square  deal 
in  the  American  marketplace. 

We  have  seen  this  happen  because  we 
in  Congress  have  not  been  deaf  to  the 
demands  of  the  people.  We  have  been 
a  consumer  Confess.  And  we  have 
supported  a  consumeVPresident. 


CONFERENCE  REPORT'ON  H.R.  19908, 
FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  AND  RE¬ 
LATED  AGENCIES  APPROPRIA¬ 
TIONS,  1969 

Mr.  PASSMAN  submitted  thXfollow- 
ing  conference  report  and  statement  on 
the  bill  (H.R.  19908)  making  appropria¬ 
tions  for  foreign  assistance  and  related 
agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  endir 
June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes. 
Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  1969) 
The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
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H.  R.  20300 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

October  10, 1968 

Ordered  to  be  printed  with  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  numbered 


AN  ACT 

Making  supplemental  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  to  supply  sup- 

5  plemental  appropriations  (this  Act  may  he  cited  as  the 

6  “'Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1969”)  for  the  fiscal  year 

7  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes,  namely: 
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CHAPTER  I 

DEPARTMENT  OE  AGRICULTURE 
(1  ^Extension  Service 

COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND 

EXPENSES 

P ailments  to  States  and  Puerto  Pico 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “ Payments  to  States  and 
Puerto  Paco" ,  for  payments  for  extension  work  under  section 
109  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Public  Education  Act,  as 
amended  by  the  Act  of  June  20,  1968  (Public  Law  90-354), 
$150,000. 

CONSUMER  AND  MARKETING  SERVICE 
FOOD  STAMP  PROGRAM 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Food  stamp  program”, 
(2)$ 10,000,000  $90,000,000 :  Provided,  That  additional  ex¬ 
penditures  resulting  from  amounts  provided  in  this  para¬ 
graph  shall  he  fully  offset  by  sale  of  notes  held  by  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  or  other  assets  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  to  prevent  further  expenditure 
reductions  against  existing  programs  pursuant  to  the  Rev¬ 
enue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1968. 

(3 ^Commodity  Exchange  Authority 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “ Salaries  and  expenses' \ 
$400,000. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


3 


Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 

Service 

indemnity  payments  to  dairy  farmers 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
the  Act  of  August  13,  1968  (Public  Law  90-484),  $300,- 
000:  Provided,  That  none  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  Act 
shall  he  used  to  make  indemnity  payments  to  any  farmer 
whose  milk  was  removed  from  commercial  markets  as  a 
result  of  his  willful  failure  to  follow  procedures  prescribed 
bv  the  Federal  Government. 

(^Farmers  Home  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses", 
including  necessary  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided,  for 
carrying  out  the  responsibilities  of  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  under  sections  235  and  236  of  the  National  Housing 
Act,  as  amended  by  sections  101(a),  201(a),  respectively, 
of  the  Act  of  August  1,  1968  (Public  Law  90-448), 
$955,000. 

( [()) SELF-HELP  HOUSING  LAND  DEVELOPMENT  FUND 
For  direct  loans  'pursuant  to  section  523(b)  (1 )  (B)  of 
the  Housing  Act  of  1949  (42  U.S.C.  1471-1490)  and 
related  advances,  $1,000,000,  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 
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(l^MUTUAL  AND  SELF-HELP  HOUSING 
For  grants  pursuant  to  section  523(b)  (1)  (A)  of  the 

Housing  Act  of  1949  (42  U.S.C.  1471-1490),  $2,700,000, 
to  remain  available  until  expended. 

CHAPTER  II 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 
Fedekal  Funds 

LOANS  TO  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  FOE  CAPITAL 

OUTLAY 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Loans  to  the  District  of 
Columbia  for  capital  outlay”,  $7,902,000,  to  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  expended  and  to  be  advanced  upon  request  of  the 
Commissioner  to  the  general  fund. 

(8) Commission  on  Revision  of  the  Criminal  Laws 
of  the  District  of  Columbia 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  Title  X  of  the  Act 
of  December  27,  1967  (81  Stat.  742-743),  establishing 
the  Commission  on  Revision  of  the  Criminal  Laws  of  the 
District  of  Columbia,  $150,000,  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 
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District  of  Columbia  Funds 

OPERATING  EXPENSES 
General  Operating  Expenses 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “General  operating 
expenses”,  (9)$5,500  $ 1,049,500 . 

(10 ^Public  Safety 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Public  safety ”,  $ 136,000 . 

Settlement  of  Claims  and  Suits 
For  the  payment  of  claims  in  excess  of  $250,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  February  11,  1929,  as 
amended  (45  Stat.  1160;  46  Stat.  500;  65  Stat.  131), 
$27,900. 

CAPITAL  OUTLAY 

Capital  Outlay 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Capital  outlay”, 
$10,590,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended:  Provided, 
That  $2,688,000  of  this  amount  shall  not  be  available  for 
expenditure  until  July  1,  1969:  Provided  further,  That 
$2,404,000  shall  be  available  for  construction  services  by 
the  Director  of  Buildings  and  Grounds  or  by  contract  for 
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architectural  engineering  services,  as  may  be  determined  by 
the  Commissioner. 

DIVISION  OF  EXPENSES 

The  sums  appropriated  herein  for  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia  shall  be  paid  out  of  the  general  fund  of  the  District  of 
Columbia. 

(11  yCHAPTER  III 
FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE 
FUNDS  APPROPRIATED  TO  THE 
PRESIDENT 

MILITARY  ASSISTANCE 
Foreign  Military  Credit  Sales 

For  expenses  of  financing  sales  of  defense  articles  and 
defense  services,  as  authorized  by  law,  $296,000,000,  to 
remain  available  until  expended. 

CHAPTER  (12)444  IV 
4NDEPENDENT  OFFICES 
FEDERAL  TRADE  COMMISSION 
Salaries  and  Expenses 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
including  carrying  out  the  functions  of  the  Federal  Trade 
Commission  under  Title  4  of  the  Consumer  Credit  Protection 
Act  of  1968  (Public  Law  90-321),  (13)$200-,000 
$400,000. 
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GENERAL  SERVICES  ADMINISTRATION 
Real  Peopeety  Activities 

CON STETJ CTION,  PUBLIC  BUILDINGS  PEOJECTS 

Funds  heretofore  appropriated  under  the  heading  “Gen¬ 
eral  Services  Administration,  Construction,  Public  buildings 
projects”,  shall  be  available  in  the  amount  of  $6,000,000,  for 
the  construction  of  the  substructure,  Courthouse  and  Federal 
Office  Building,  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania:  Provided ,  That 
the  foregoing  amount  shall  be  the  maximum  construction 
improvement  cost  which  may  be  exceeded  to  the  extent  that 
savings  are  effected  in  other  projects,  but  by  not  to  exceed 
10  per  centum. 

(  [Ay  OP  EH  A  TING  EXPENSES,  NAT  I  ON  A  L  ARCHIVES  AND 

RECORDS  SERVICE 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Operating  expenses, 
National  Archives  and  Becords  Service  ’,  $748,000. 

(15 ^ALLOWANCES  AND  OFFICE  FACILITIES  FOR  FORMER 

PRESIDENTS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “ Allowances  and  Office 
Facilities  for  Former  Presidents'’ ,  $ 40,000 ,  and  funds  ap¬ 
propriated  under  this  head  shall  be  available  hereafter  for 
travel  and  related  expenses  of  former  Presidents  and  not  to 
exceed  two  members  of  their  staffs. 
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( INSECURITIES  AND  EXCHANGE  COMMISSION 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “ Salaries  and  expenses ”, 

$200,000. 

DEPARTMENT  OE  HOUSING  AND  URBAN 

DEVELOPMENT 
Federal  Insurance  Programs 

FLOOD  INSURANCE 

Eor  necessary  administrative  expenses,  not  otherwise 
provided  for,  in  carrying  out  the  National  Flood  Insurance 
Act  of  1968  (82  Stat.  572) ,  $1,500,000. 

Mortgage  Credit 

HOMEOWNERSHIP  AND  RENTAL  HOUSING  ASSISTANCE 

For  homeownership  assistance  payments,  authorized  by 
section  235,  and  for  interest  reduction  payments  as  author¬ 
ized  by  section  236  of  the  National  Housing  Act,  as 
amended  (82  Stat.  477  and  498),  (17)85,000-, 900  $11,- 
500,000:  Provided,  That  the  total  payments  that  may  be 
required  in  any  fiscal  year  by  all  contracts  entered  into  under 
section  235  shall  not  exceed  (18)115,000,000  $75,000,000 
and  by  those  entered  into  under  section  236  shall  not  exceed 
(19)$15,000,000  $75,000,000. 

(20)LOTE  AND  MODERATE  INCOME  SPONSOR  FUND 

For  the  low  and  moderate  income  sponsor  fund,  au¬ 
thorized  by  section  106  of  the  Housing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1968  (82  Stat.  490),  $2,000,000. 
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(2 1  y Fedbra l  II ou sing  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

F or  necessary  administrative  expenses  of  programs  of 
mortgage  credit ,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  $ 1,250,000 . 
(22)44ftftta4feft  <ft+  -Nftftadnikftetralivo  -Expenses?  F ederal 

I  1 1  wi s' 1 1 wv  \  JinniKiiMl  mu 

1  1 1  MIM  II 9.,  2  v  vl  I  1 1 1 1  LIol  I  cttJ\/Il 

4ft  addition  to  Ike  amount  made  nvailakle  under  tkis 
keek  fer  Ik-  eurreftt  keen!  year?  net  to  exceed 
skad  ke  avadakle  fee 

Limitation  on  Administrative  and,  N onadministr alive 
Expenses,  Federal  Housing  Administration 

In  addition  to  amounts  made  available  under  this  head 
for  the  current  fiscal  year,  not  to  exceed  $ 350,000  shall  be 
available  for  administrative  expenses  and  not  to  exceed 
$ 3,500,000  shall  be  available  for  nonadministrative  expenses. 
Departmental  Management 

FAIR  HOUSING  PROGRAM 


For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  the  functions  of  the 
Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  Title  VIII  of  the  Civil  Eights  Act  of  3968  (82 
Stat.  81),  (23)$47000,0Q0  $7,000,000. 

Renewal  and  Housing  Assistance 

COLLEGE  HOUSING 

The  total  payments  that  may  be  required  in  any  fiscal 
year  by  all  contracts  for  annual  grants  with  educational 
IDE.  20300 - 2 
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institutions  entered  into  pursuant  to  section  401  of  the 
Housing  Act  of  1950,  as  amended  (82  Stat.  604) ,  shall  not 
exceed  ( 2  4)$2t500 ;000  $4,000,000. 

SALARIES  ANI)  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$500,000. 

(25)genera l  provisions 

(26) *S'ly;.  401.  Subject,  to  the  limitations  in  this  Act,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Housing  arid  Urban  Development  is  authorized, 
with  respect  to  any  activity  authorized  by  the  Housing  and 
Urban  Development  Act  of  1968  and,  made  subject  thereby 
to  the  provisions  of  the  Government  Corporation  Control 
Act,  as  amended ,  to  make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits 
of  funds  and  borrowing  authority  available  for  such  activity 
and  in  accord  with  law,  and  to  make  such  contracts  and  com¬ 
mitments  without  regard  to  fiscal  year  limitations  as  pro¬ 
vided  by  section  104  of  the  Government  Corporation  Control 
Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  appli¬ 
cable  provisions  of  the  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act 
of  1968  during  the  current  fiscal  year . 

(27) *9m7.  402.  Reorganization  Plan  Numbered  1  of  1998, 
as  amended,  is  further  amended  by  striking  out  “ Office  of 
Emergency  Planning  ’  wherever  appearing  therein  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  11  Office  of  Emergency  Preparedness ." 
Any  reference  in  any  other  law  to  the  Office  of  Emergency 
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Planning  shall ,  after  the  date  of  this  Act,  he  deemed  to  refer 
to  the  Office  of  Emergency  Preparedness. 

(2 SySEC.  403.  Section  408(e)  (1)  (A)  ( iv )  of  the  National 
Housing  Act,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  the  phrase 
“ the  control  of  any  such  institution''  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following:  “ except  that  the  Corporation  may  upon 
application  by  such  company  extend  such  one-year  period, 
from  year  to  year,  for  an  additional  period  not  exceeding 
three  years,  if  the  Corporation  finds  such  extension  is  war¬ 
ranted  and  shall  not  be  detrimental  to  the  public  interest  ' . 

CHAPTER  (29)4A  V 
DEPARTMENT  OE  THE  INTERIOR 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

EDUCATION  AND  WELFARE  SERVICES 

Eor  an  additional  amount  for  “Education  and  welfare 
services”,  (30)$ 7 5-2,000  $2,452,000. 

Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation 

LAND  AND  WATER  CONSERVATION 

Eor  a  repayable  advance  to  the  Land  and  Water  Con¬ 
servation  Eund,  as  authorized  by  Section  4(b)  of  the  Land 
and  Water  Conservation  Eund  Act  of  1965,  as  amended 
(16  U.S.C.  4601-7),  (3 1)$53,000, 000  $ 92,000,000 ,  to 
remain  available  until  expended. 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Land  and  water  conser¬ 
vation”  to  carry  out  the  property  acquisition  provisions  of 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


12 


the  Act  of  October  2,  1968,  Public  Law  90-545  and  the 
provisions  of  the  Act  of  June  4,  1968  (82  Stat.  168),  to 
be  derived  from  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund 
and  to  remain  available  until  expended,  (3 2)$55, 500, 000 
$94,500 ,000 ,  of  which  not  to  exceed  ( 3 3 )$46 , OOOJIOO 
$ 85,000,000  shall  be  for  liquidation  of  obligations  incurred 
pursuant  to  Section  3(b)  ( 1 )  of  said  Act  of  October  2,  1968. 

National  Park  Service 

MANAGEMENT  AND  PROTECTION 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Management  and  pro¬ 
tection”,  (34)$ 100, 009  $ 421,000 . 

MAINTENANCE  AND  REHABILITATION  OF  PHYSICAL 

FACILITIES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Maintenance  and  rehabili¬ 
tation  of  physical  facilities”,  (35)$§OjO0O  $ 109,000 . 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND 

WELFARE 

Public  Health  Service 

HEALTH  SERVICES 
(36)/A7ULY  health  activities 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “ Indian  health  activities", 
$850,000. 


CONSTRUCTION  OF  INDIAN  HEALTH  FACILITIES 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Construction  of  Indian 
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health  facilities”,  (3 7 )$-3t350-,000  $ 4,944,000 ,  to  remain 
available  until  expended. 

CHAPTER  (38)W  VI 

DEPARTMENT  OE  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND 

WELFARE 

(39 ^OFFICE  OF  EDUCATION 

(A0)elementa r y  and  secondary  educational 

ACTIVITIES 

HIGHER  EDUCATIONAL  ACTIVITIES 
Appropriations  for  “ Elementary  and  secondary  educa¬ 
tional  activities’  ’  and  “Higher  educational  activities ,”  for 
the  fiscal  year  1969,  shall  he  available  in  an  amount  not  to 
exceed  $3,000,000  for  necessary  expenses  for  planning 
the  implementation  of  new  and  expanded  programs  of  the 
Office  of  Education  under  legislation  enacted  during  the 
second  session  of  the  90th  Congress,  to  he  derived  from  funds 
available  for  the  purposes  of  Title  III,  Elementary  and  Sec¬ 
ondary  Education  Act,  as  amended. 

(41  yTIIGIIER  EDUCATIONAL  ACTIVITIES 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Higher  educational 
activities’  for  programs  of  special  service  to  disadvantaged 
college  students,  and  for  payments  authorized  hy  section 

108(h)  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Public  Education  Act, 

% 

as  amended  (Public  Law  90-354,  approved  June  20,  1968) , 
H.R.  20300 - 3 
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$7,741,000  of  which  $500,000  shall  he  available  for  such 
special  service  programs. 

Social  and  Rehabilitation  Service 

JUVENILE  DELINQUENCY  PREVENTION  AND  CONTROL 
(42)Eer  carrying  out  the  purposes  el  the  Juvenile  Re- 
■linqucncy  -Prevention  and  Control  Aet  el  4-9C8j  $5,000,000-? 
Provided,  That  none  el  the  funds  contained  herein  shall  he 
used  te  make  grantSy  under  Title  4  el  said  Aety  in  excess  el 
the  following-:  -(4)-  $4-2y50G  eaeh-  te  the  Virgin  Islandsy  ( 

Uuang  American  San+euy  and  the  Trust  Territory  el  the 
Paeihe  -Islands,  -f2)-  $50J)00  te  eaeh  ef  the  §9  States,-  the 
District  el  Golumlda,  and  the  Commonwealth  el  Puerto  Rieor 
For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the  Juvenile  Delin¬ 
quency  Prevention  and  Control  Act  of  1968  (Public  Law 
90-445,  approved  July  31,  1968),  $12,000,000,  including 
$650,000  for  support  of  the  President's  Commission  on  the 
Causes  and  Prevention  of  Violence.  ^ 

CHAPTER  (4 3) VI  VII 
LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH 
(44  ySENATE 

(45)Sal aries,  Officers  and  Employees 

OFFICE  OF  TEE  SECRETARY 


For  an  additional  amount  for  office  of  the  Secretary, 
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$16,570:  Provided,  That  the  Secretary  may  employ  a 
Curator  of  Art  and  Antiquities  at  not  to  exceed  $22,089  per 
annum. 

(4  6)Co  N  TIN  GENT  EXPENSES  OF  THE  SENATE 
MISCELLANEOUS  ITEMS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  Miscellaneous  Items,  $11,- 
250,  for  expenses  of  the  Commission  on  Art  and  Antiquities 
of  the  Senate. 

House  of  Representatives 

For  payment  to  Elizabeth  Lee  Pool,  widow  of  Joe  R. 
Pool,  late  a  Representative  from  the  State  of  Texas, 
$30,000. 

For  payment  to  Emily  J.  Holland,  widow  of  Elmer  J. 
Holland,  late  a  Representative  from  the  State  of  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  $30,000. 

CONTINGENT  EXPENSES  OF  THE  HOUSE 
Reporting  Hearings 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Reporting  hearings”, 
$145,000. 

JOINT  ITEMS 

Joint  Committee  on  Defense  Production 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Joint  Committee  on 


Defense  Production”,  $8,630. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


16 


(47)6y  apitol  Police 

GENERAL  EXPENSES 

F or  an  additional  amount  for  “ General  Expenses’, 
$ 34,000 . 

Education  of  Pages 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Education  of  pages”, 
$18,581. 

Library  of  Congress 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 

$200,000. 

{^CHAPTER  VIII 
PUBLIC  WORKS 

(j±$yDEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE — CiVIL 
Department  of  the  Army 

CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS — CIVIL 
CONSTRUCTION,  GENERAL 

The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  is  authorized,  in  connection  with  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  Lower  Monumental  Lock  and  Dam  project, 
Washington,  to  provide  protection  to  the  historic  archeologi¬ 
cal  finds  at  the  Mamies  Rock  Shelter  area  adjacent  to  the 
Palouse  River,  Washington,  and  to  pay  for  such  protection 
from  any  funds  available  for  the  project. 
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< [^DEPARTMENT 


OF  THE  INTERIOR 


Bureau  of  Reclamation 


UPPER  COLORADO  RIVER  STORAGE  PROJECT 
For  an  additional  amount  for  the  “Upper  Colorado 
River  Storage  Project ”  for  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin 
Fund,  $ 2,700,000 ,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

(5 1 ) INDEPENDENT  OFFICES 
Nation  a  l  Water  Commission 

SALARIES  ANI)  EXPENSES 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  Septem¬ 
ber  26,  1968  (Public  Law  90-515),  including  compen¬ 
sation  of  the  Executive  Director  at  level  IV  of  the  Execu¬ 
tive  Schedule,  $ 300,000 . 

(52 ^CHAPTER  IX 

STATE,  JUSTICE,  COMMERCE,  AND  THE 

JUDICIARY 

(5?V)DEPA R  TMEN T  OF  JUSTICE 
Legal  Activities  and  General  Administration 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES,  GENERAL  ADMINISTRATION 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses , 


general  administration ”,  $136,000. 
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(^DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 
(55 ritime  Admin  1ST r a  tion 

ST  A  TE  MARINE  SCHOOLS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  uState  marine  schools', 
for  liquidation  of  obligations  incurred  for  payment  of  allow¬ 
ances  for  uniforms,  textbooks  and  subsistence  of  cadets  at 
State  marine  schools,  to  remain  available  until  expended, 
$210,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  amounts  for 
administrative  and  warehouse  expenses  in  the  appropriation 
for  “ Ship  construction” . 

(5 &)Foreign  Direct  Investment  Control 

SALARIES  ANI)  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “ Salaries  and  expenses”, 
$500,000. 

(oiyrilE  JUDICIARY 

Courts  of  Appeal,  District  Courts,  and  Other 

Judicial  Services 

(58).SV1  LA  RIES  OF  JUDGES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “ Salaries  of  judges”, 
$51,000. 

(59)<SJ  L ARIES  OF  SUPPORTING  PERSONNEL 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  of  supporting 
personnel” ,  $38,000. 
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(60)77?.  I  VEL  AND  MISCELLANEOUS  EXPENSES 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “ Travel  and  miscellane¬ 
ous  expenses”,  $ 45,000 . 

(61).  1 DMINISTRA TIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 


COURTS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “ Administrative  Office  of 
the  United,  States  Courts' ,  $ 15,000 . 

CHAPTER  (62)AT4  X 
DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
Office  of  the  Secretary 


SALARIES  and  EXPENSES 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and 


expenses”, 


$250,000. 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 
operations 


For  an  additional  amount  for  “Operations”,  $4,000,000. 

Federal  Railroad  Administration 

ALASKA  RAILROAD  REVOLVING  FUND 
Payment  to  the  Alaska  Railroad  Revolving  Fund 
For  payment  to  the  Alaska  Railroad  revolving  fund  for 
payment  of  approved  contractor  claims  relating  to  author¬ 
ized  work  of  the  Alaska  Railroad,  involving  the  reconstruc¬ 
tion  of  the  Seward  Dock  facilities  destroyed  as  a  result  of  the 
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Alaska  earthquake,  $580,000,  which  may  be  made  available 
to  the  Corps  of  Engineers  for  payment  of  such  claims. 
(63)11  KUAN  MASS  iMAXSP<-HUPA--T-{ BN  AtcMLX istea -t I OX 

p  V  T  A  y  I  \  T?  y  T>Tp  >T  Pi?  P 

riAljtllilJ'iU  7vrtT7  Jh  Iv  1  Tjrctjl!in 


Eer  neeessary  expenses  of  the  Urban  Mass  Ert 
lien  Admin  istrationy  including  uniforms  and  ahowanees  tbere- 
fery  as  authorized:  by  law  -fb  59(  )-l-  ObtA-)-;-  hire  of 

passenger  meter  vehicles-;  and  services  as  authorized  by  -5 
-U-.S.C.  34-Oh;-  $A.H)yt)0(-)y  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the 


for  Miriam  mass 


i:  I  <xn  1 75 
o 


CHAPTER  (04>VM44  XI 
TREASURY  DEPA  RTM EN  T 
Bueeau  of  Accounts 

SAL  ABIES  AND  EXPENSES 

Eor  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”, 


$1,878,000. 

Inteenal  Revenue  Seevice 


COMPLIANCE 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Compliance”,  $1,000,000. 

Eisenhowee  College  Geants 
Eor  matching  grants  for  the  construction  of  educational 
facilities  at  Eisenhower  College,  as  authorized  by  law,  $5,- 
000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 
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( [65)united  states  secret  service 
Section  3056  of  title  18,  United  States  Code  is  amended 
by  striking  out  the  second  clause  and,  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following:  “protect  the  person  of  a  former  President  and 
his  wife  during  his  lifetime,  the  person  of  the  icidow  of  a 
former  President  until  her  death  or  remarriage,  and  minor 
children  of  a  former  President  until  they  reach  sixteen  years 
of  age,  unless  such  protection  is  declined 
< ^EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 
Council  of  Economic  Advisers 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  Expenses', 

$200,000. 

CIIAPTEK  (67>Uv  XII 
CLAIMS  AND  JUDGMENTS 
For  payment  of  claims  settled  and  determined  by  de¬ 
partments  and  agencies  in  accord  with  law  and  judgments 
rendered  against  the  United  States  by  the  United  States 
Court  of  Claims  and  United  States  district  courts,  as  set  forth 
in  House  Document  Numbered  393,  Ninetieth  Congress, 
$35,238,696,  together  with  such  amounts  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  pay  interest  (as  and  when  specified  in  such  judgments 
or  provided  by  law)  and  such  additional  sums  due  to  in- 
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creases  in  rates  of  exchange  as  may  be  necessary  to  pay 
claims  in  foreign  currency:  Provided,  That  no  judgment 
herein  appropriated  for  shall  he  paid  until  it  shall  become  final 
and  conclusive  against  the  United  States  by  failure  of  the 
parties  to  appeal  or  otherwise:  Provided  further,  That  unless 
otherwise  specifically  required  by  law  or  by  the  judgment, 
payment  of  interest  wherever  appropriated  for  herein  shall 
not  continue  for  more  than  thirty  days  after  the  date  of  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  Act. 

CHAPTER  (68)N  XIII 
GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  (69)4004- 1301.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  con¬ 
tained  in  this  Act  shall  remain  available  for  obligation  beyond 
the  current  fiscal  year  unless  expressly  so  provided  herein. 

Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1968 


(70)SeUt  4002-t  Expenditure*  and  net  lending  during  the 
fiseal  year  ending  dune  OOy  4969T  by  the  Commodity  Credit 
(Wporation  -foot  mere  than  $907-t600,000)-  ter  farm  price 
aupperts  -(not  including  ameunts  ter  special  activities)  >■  and 
by  the  Department  ef  Healthy  Educatieny  and  Welfare  -(net 
more  than  $060,000,000)-  ter  grants  te  States  ter  public 
assistance  as  authorized  by  the  Social  Security  Act,  as 
amended^  in  excess  of  the  respective  amounts  estimated 
therefor  on  pages  A39  and  40  of  the  Rudget  for  4-969  -(PL 
Doer  22tb  Part  Irfy  and  new  ohligational  and  loan  authority 

4  vy  I  >  nyoo  {4/  >i«  ounot  O  i  1  1  Al*  o  11/411  I  I  I  1:0  o  y  x/A.12  o  1 1  / 1.)  1 
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therefor  on  pages  2-90  and  900  and  994  of  Ike  Iked  get  for 
4-9419,  shall  net  he  counted  against  the  aggregate  limitations 
on  expenditures  and  net  lending  and  new  ohhgational  au¬ 
thority  and  lean  authority  prescribed  hy  Sections  -202  (a)  and 
209(a)  of  Title  44  of  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control 
Aet  el  4009r 


Sec.  1302.  ( a)  Expenditures  and  net  lending  during  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  hy  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  (not  more  than  $907,000,000 )  for  farm  price 
supports  (not  including  amounts  for  special  activities)  in 
excess  of  the  amounts  estimated  therefor  on  page  239  of  the 
Budget  for  1969  (II.  Doc.  225,  Part  1),  and  new  obliga- 
tional  and  loan  authority  heretofore  or  hereafter  enacted  for 
such  fiscal  year  for  such  purposes  in  excess  of  the  amounts 
estimated  therefor  on  page  239  of  the  Budget  for  1969,  shall 
not  he  counted  against  the  aggregate  limitations  on  expendi¬ 
tures  and  net  lending  arid  new  ohligational  authority  and  loan 
authority  prescribed  by  Sections  202 ( a)  and  203  ( a)  of  Title 
II  of  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1968. 

(h)  Expenditures  and  net  lending  during  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1969,  by  the  Department  of  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation,  and  Welfare  (not  more  than  $750,000,000)  for 
grants  to  States  for  public  assistance  as  authorized  by  the 
Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  in  excess  of  the  amounts 
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estimated  therefor  on  page  15  of  the  Budget  for  1969 
(H.  Doc.  225,  Part  1),  and  new  obligational  and  loan 
authority  heretofore  or  hereafter  enacted  for  such  fiscal  year 
for  such  purposes  in  excess  of  the  amounts  estimated  therefor 
on  pages  306  and  307  of  the  Budget  for  1969,  shall  not  be 
counted  against  the  aggregate  limitations  on  expenditures  and 
net  lending  and  new  obligational  authority  and  loan  authority 
prescribed  by  Sections  202(a)  and  203(a)  of  Title  II  of  the 
Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1968. 

1303.  Section  307  of  the  Independent  Offices  and 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Appropri¬ 
ation  Act,  1969,  is  amended  by  striking  out  “ National  Coun¬ 
cil  on  Indian  Opportunity,  $ 100,000 ”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “National  Council  on  Indian  Opportunity,  $275,- 
000”. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  October  9  (legisla¬ 
tive  day,  October  8) ,  1968. 

Attest:  W.  PAT  JENNINGS, 

Clerk. 

Passed  the  Senate  with  amendments  (October  10  (legis¬ 
lative  day,  October  9),  1968. 

Attest:  FRANCIS  R,  VALEO, 

Secretary. 
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HIGHLIGHTS ;  Bath  Houses  agreed  to  conference  report  on  supplementalappropriation 
Senate/agreed  to  conference  report  on  foreign -aid  appropriatioribill. 


HOUSE  -  Oct.  11 


1.  APPROPRIATIONS .  Agreed  to,  209-12,  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  20300,  the 

supplemental  appropriation  bill  (pp.  H9839-fitf)  •  The  Senate  also  agreed  to 
the  conference  report  (pp.  S127U9-54)*  Both  Houses  acted  on  amendments  in 
disagreement  (pp.  H98U8-50*  S12 750-1)*  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the 
President.  The  final  bill  includes  $75*000  for  extension  services  in  D.  C., 
$55*000,000  for  the  food  stamp  urogram,  $300,000  fcr  amendments  to  the  Commodi¬ 
ty  Exchange  Act,  $250,000  for  salaries  and  expenses  of  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration,  $600,000  for  the  self-help  housing  land  development  fund,  and 
no  funds  fcr  mutual  and  self-help  housing.  Regarding  the  FHA  salaries  and 
expenses  item,  the  House  conferees  stated:  "The  conferees  have  agreed  to 
these  extra  funds  for  administrative  expenses  with  the  understanding  that  the 
additional  personnel  ceiling  needed  bo  cover  the  positions  to  be  financed 
from  these  funds  shall  not  be  transferred  from  any  other  agency  of  the  Depart- 
ment  of  Agriculture." 


Agreed  to,  213-6,  the\conf erence  report  on  H.  R./18707*  the  defense  appro¬ 

priation  bill  (pp.  H9853-&0) .  The  Senate  also  agreed  to  the  conference  re¬ 
port  (pp.  S1282U-6).  Both  Houses  acted  on  amendments  in  disagreement  (pp. 
H9860,  S12825).  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  ^he  President. 


1 


2.  WATERSHEDS.  Received  notices  fr o>a  the  Agriculture  Committee  that  it  had  approved 
wat^gi^a  reports  on  New  Jerusalem/  Calif./  and  Kanawha  Twomile  Creek,  W.  Va. 


3.  HEALTH.  Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  ccriferbnce  report  on  H.  R.  10790,  to  amend 
the  Public  Health  Service  Act  to  provide  for  protection  of  the  public  health 
from  radiation  emissions  from  electroni<\products.  This  bill  xvill  now  be  sent 
to  the  President,  pp.  H9837*  S127U#-8 


U.  PARKING.  Conferees  were  appointed'  on  S.  9hh, providing  for  additional  parking 
facilities  in  D.  C.  (p.  H9838)^  The  conferee^  agreed  to  file  a  report  on  the 
bill  (p.  D928). 


5*  PIKE  GUM;  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  Agreed  to  a  resolution  for  consideration  of  S.  2511* 
to  provide  for  price  supports  on  crude  pine  gum  (p.  H9838).  The  bill  was  then 
recommitted  to  the  Agriculture  Committee  on  a  point  oKorder  by  Rep.  Findley 
that  the  Committee  hay  reported  the  bill  without  a  quorfcmi  being  present  (pp. 
H9838-9). 


6. 


PERSONNEL.  S.  1507,  to  permit  firefighters  to  retire  as  hazaixlous-work  employees, 
x^as  recommitted  /to  the  Post  C  ffice  and  Civil  Service  Committee^  on  a  point  of 
order  by  Rep.  Aehbrook  that  a  quorum  was  not  present  when  the  Committee  had 
reported  the  bill.  p.  H9851 

Passed  a?7 reported  H.  R.  12881,  to  authorize  allowances  for  comhxuting  expenses 
of  civilian  employees  of  executive  agencies  assigned  to  duty  at  remote  worksites. 
H985l^-2 


po, 


Passed  without  amendment  S.  4.120,  to  authorize  waiver  in  certain  cases  of 
U.  S. /Claims  for  erroneous  pay  to  executive  agency  employees.  This  bill\rill 
now  be  sent  to  the  President,  pp.  H9852-3 


7.  TF/ITILE5.  Rep.  Rivers  discussed  the  efforts  of  the  Stevens  textile  company  toN 
ivoid  unionization  of  its  employees  and  said  unionization  has  some  disadvantag( 
for  employees,  pp.  H9867-9 


90th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  j  Report 
2d  Session  j  \  No.  1972 


SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  THE  FISCAL 
YEAR  ENDING  JUNE  30,  1969 


October  11,  1968. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Mahon,  from  the  committee  of  conference, 
submitted  the  following 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  203001 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  20300) 
making  suppplemental  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes,  having  met,  after  full  and  free 
conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to  their 
respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amendments  numbered  7,  8,  26,  31, 
32,  33,  41, 42,  49,  53,  55,  57,  58,  59,  60,  and  61. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendments  of 
the  Senate  numbered  4,  9,  12,  14,  16,  22,  25,  29,  36,  38,  39,  43,  44,  46, 
47,  48,  52,  54,  56,  62,  64,  67,  68,  and  69,  and  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  1 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  1,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amendment  insert  $ 75,000 ;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  2: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  2,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 55,000,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  3: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  3,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows  : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amendment  insert  $300,000;  and 
the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  5: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  5,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amendment  insert  $ 250,000 ;  and 
the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  6: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  6,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amendment  insert  $600,000;  and 
the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  10: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  10,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amendment  insert  $68,000;  and 
the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  13: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  13,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amend¬ 
ment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $300,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  17: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  17,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $7,000,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  18: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  18,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 25,000,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  19: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  19,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $25 ,000 ,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  20: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  20,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amendment  insert  $ 500,000 ;  and 
the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  21 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  21,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amendment  insert  $625,000;  and 
the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  23 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  23,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $2,000,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  24 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  24,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $3,000,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  30 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  30,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $1 ,452,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  34: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  34,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $325,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  35: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  35,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amend¬ 
ment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $125,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  37 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  37,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amend¬ 
ment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $4,056,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 


H.  Rept.  1972 


4 


Amendment  numbered  51: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  51,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amendment  insert  $ 150,000 ;  and 
the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  63 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  63,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

Restore  the  matter  stricken  by  said  amendment,  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

Urban  Mass  Transportation  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  oj  the  Urban  Mass  Transportation  Administra¬ 
tion,  including  unijorms  and  allowances  therefor,  as  authorized  by  law 
{5  U.S.C.  5901-5902) ;  hire  oj  passenger  motor  vehicles;  and  services  as 
authorized  by  5  U.S.C.  3109;  $150,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from 
the  appropriation  for  “  Urban  mass  transportation  grants'’ . 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  66 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  66,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows  : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amendment  insert  $ 150,000 ;  and 
the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  70 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  is  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  70,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  of  $750,000,000  named  in  said  amendment  insert 
$ 560,000,000 ;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
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The  committee  of  conference  report  in  disagreement  amendments 
numbered  11,  15,  27,  28,  40,  45,  50,  65,  and  71. 

George  Mahon, 

Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

John  J.  Rooney  (except 
as  to  housing  and  public 
assistance  items), 

Otto  E.  Passman, 

Edward  P.  Boland, 

William  H.  Natcher, 

Daniel  J.  Flood, 

Julia  Butler  Hansen, 
Charles  R.  Jonas, 

Melvin  R.  Laird, 

E.  A.  Cederberg, 

Garner  E.  Shriver, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Spessard  L.  Holland, 

John  O.  Pastore, 

Lister  Hill, 

John  Stennis, 

Robert  C.  Byrd, 

Gale  W.  McGee, 

Ivarl  E.  Mundt, 

Milton  R.  Young, 

Thomas  H.  Kuchel, 

Gordon  Allott, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE  MANAGERS  ON  THE  PART  OF  THE 

HOUSE 


The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.R.  20300)  making  supplemental  appropriations  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes,  submit  the 
following  statement  in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed 
upon  and  recommended  in  the  accompanying  conference  report  as  to 
each  of  such  amendments,  namely: 

Chapter  I — Department  of  Agriculture 

Amendment  No.  1:  Appropriates  $75,000  for  extension  services  in 
the  District  of  Columbia  instead  of  $150,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Amendment  No.  2:  Appropriates  $55,000,000  for  "Food  stamp 
program”  instead  of  $40,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$90,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  3:  Appropriates  $300,000  for  "Commodity  Ex¬ 
change  Authority”  instead  of  $400,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  4:  Inserts  heading. 

Amendment  No.  5:  Appropriates  $250,000  for  “Farmers  Home 
Administration,  salaries  and  expenses”  instead  of  $955,000  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate.  The  conferees  have  agreed  to  these  extra  funds  for 
administrative  expenses  with  the  understanding  that  the  additional 
personnel  ceiling  needed  to  cover  the  positions  to  be  financed  from 
these  funds  shall  not  be  transferred  from  any  other  agency  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture. 

Amendment  No.  6:  Appropriates  $600,000  for  "Self-help  housing 
land  development  fund”  instead  of  $1,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Amendment  No.  7:  Deletes  $2,700,000  proposed  by  the  Senate  for 
“Mutual  and  self-help  housing”. 

Chapter  II — District  of  Columbia 

Amendment  No.  8:  Deletes  Senate  proposal  to  appropriate  $150,000 
in  Federal  funds  for  the  "Commission  on  Revision  of  the  Criminal 
Laws  of  the  District  of  Columbia”. 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  FUNDS 

Amendment  No.  9:  Appropriates  $1,049,500  for  "General  operating 
expenses”  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $5,500  as  proposed  by 
the  House. 

Amendment  No.  10:  Appropriates  $68,000  for  "Public  safety” 
instead  of  $136,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
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Chapter  III — Foreign  Assistance 

Amendment  No.  11:  Reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  concur  in  the 
amendment  with  an  amendment  to  appropriate  $296,000,000  for 
“Military  assistance,  foreign  military  credit  sales”  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate,  and  to  delete  language  “to  remain  available  until  expended”. 

Chapter  IV— Independent  Offices 

Amendment  No.  12:  Changes  chapter  number. 

Amendment  No.  13:  Appropriates  $300,000  for  “Federal  Trade 
Commission,  salaries  and  expenses”  instead  of  $200,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House  and  $400,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  14:  Appropriates  $748,000  for  “Operating  ex¬ 
penses,  National  Archives  and  Records  Service”  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Amendment  No.  15:  Reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The  man¬ 
agers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  concur  in  the 
amendment  to  appropriate  $40,000  for  “Allowances  and  office  facili¬ 
ties  for  former  Presidents”  including  expenses  of  travel  for  former 
Presidents  and  not  to  exceed  two  members  of  their  staffs  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  16:  Appropriates  $200,000  for  “Securities  and 
Exchange  Commission,  salaries  and  expenses”  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT 

Amendments  Nos.  17,  18,  and  19:  Appropriate  $7,000,000  for  pay¬ 
ments  under  contracts  for  homeownership  and  rental  housing  assist¬ 
ance  instead  of  $5,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $11,500,000 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate;  authorize  $25,000,000  for  annual  contract 
authorization  for  homeownership  assistance  instead  of  $15,000,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $75,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate; 
and  authorize  $25,000,000  for  annual  contract  authorization  for  rental 
housing  assistance  instead  of  $15,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House 
and  $75,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  20:  Appropriates  $500,000  for  “Low  and  mod¬ 
erate  income  sponsor  fund”  instead  of  $2,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Amendment  No.  21:  Appropriates  $625,000  for  “Federal  Housing 
Administration,  salaries  and  expenses”  for  regulation  of  interstate 
sale  of  land  instead  of  $1,250,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  22:  Deletes  language  proposed  by  the  House  and 
inserts  language  proposed  by  the  Senate  and  authorizes  $350,000  for 
administrative  expenses  and  $3,500,000  for  nonadministrative  ex¬ 
penses,  Federal  Housing  Administration  as  proposed  by  the  Senate 
instead  of  $3,500,000  for  nonadministrative  expenses  as  proposed 
by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  23:  Appropriates  $2,000,000  for  the  “fair  housing 
program”  instead  of  $1,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$7,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
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Amendment  No.  24:  Authorizes  $3,000,000  annual  contract  authori¬ 
zation  for  “College  housing”  instead  of  $2,500,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House  and  $4,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  25:  Inserts  heading. 

Amendment  No.  26:  Deletes  language  proposed  by  the  Senate 
relating  to  certain  expenditures  under  the  Government  Corporation 
Control  Act. 

Amendment  No.  27:  Reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  changing  the 
title  of  the  Office  of  Emergency  Planning  to  Office  of  Emergency 
Preparedness  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  28:  Reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  concur  in 
the  amendment  inserting  language  extending  to  3  years  the  time 
permitted  for  certain  holding  companies  to  divest  themselves  of 
certain  uninsured  savings  and  loan  institutions  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Chapter  V — Department  of  the  Interior 

Amendment  No.  29:  Changes  chapter  number. 

Amendment  No.  30:  Appropriates  $1,452,000  for  “Bureau  of  Indian 
Affairs,  education  and  welfare  services”  instead  of  $752,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House  and  $2,452,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The 
increase  over  the  House  amount  is  for  costs  in  connection  with  the 
conversion  of  the  Lewis  &  Clark  Job  Corps  Center. 

Amendment  No.  31 :  Provides  for  a  repayable  advance  of  $53,000,000 
to  the  “Land  and  water  conservation  fund”  as  proposed  by  the 
House  instead  of  $92,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  32:  Appropriates  $55,500,000  for  “Land  and  water 
conservation”  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  $94,500,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  33:  Provides  $46,000,000  for  liquidation  of  con 
tract  authorization  under  “Land  and  water  conservation”  as  proposed 
by  the  House  instead  of  $85,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 

Amendment  No.  34:  Appropriates  $325,000  for  “Management  and 
protection”  instead  of  $100,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $421,000 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  increase  over  the  House  amount  is  for 
the  North  Cascades  National  Park. 

Amendment  No.  35:  Appropriates  $125,000  for  “Maintenance  and 
rehabilitation  of  physical  facilities”  instead  of  $50,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House  and  $169,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  increase 
over  the  House  amount  is  for  the  North  Cascades  National  Park. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  WELFARE 

Amendment  No.  36:  Appropriates  $850,000  for  “Public  Health 
Service,  Indian  health  activities”  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  37 :  Appropriates  $4,056,000  for  “Public  Health 
Service,  construction  of  Indian  health  facilities”  instead  of  $3,350,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $4,944,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
The  increase  over  the  House  amount  is  for  participation  in  the 
construction  of  a  community  hospital  in  Juneau,  Alaska. 
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Chapter  VI — Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 

Amendment  No.  38. — Changes  chapter  number. 

Amendment  No.  39. — Inserts  heading. 

Amendment  No.  40. — Reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  with  an  amendment  which  will  have 
the  effect  of  making  available,  by  transfer  from  funds  available  for 
the  purposes  of  title  III  of  the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education 
Act,  $1,000,000  for  planning  and  implementation  of  the  program 
authorized  by  the  Handicapped  Children’s  Early  Education  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  (Public  Law  90-538)  instead  of  $3,000,000  for  planning  the 
implementation  of  any  new  and  expanded  programs  of  the  Office  of 
Education  under  legislation  enacted  during  the  second  session  of  the 
90th  Congress. 

Amendment  No.  41. — Strikes  the  appropriation  of  $7,741,000  for 
"Higher  educational  activities,  Office  of  Education”  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Amendment  No.  42. — Appropriates  $5,000,000  for  "Juvenile  delin¬ 
quency  prevention  and  control,  Social  and  Rehabilitation  Service”  as 
proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  $12,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate.  The  conferees  are  agreed  that  the  amount  allowed  includes 
$650,000  for  support  of  the  President’s  Commission  on  the  Causes  and 
Prevention  of  Violence. 

Chapter  VII — Legislative  Branch 

Amendments  Nos.  43  and  44:  Change  chapter  number  and  insert  a 
heading. 

Amendment  No.  45:  Reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  concur  in  the 
amendment. 

Amendment  No.  46:  Appropriates  $11,250  for  miscellaneous  items 
of  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  47:  Appropriates  $34,000  for  "Capitol  Police, 
general  expenses”  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Chapter  VIII 

public  works 

Amendment  No.  48:  Inserts  chapter  heading. 

department  of  defense — civil 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 
CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS — CIVIL 
CONSTRUCTION,  GENERAL 

Amendment  No.  49:  Deletes  language  proposed  by  the  Senate 
authorizing  the  provision  of  protection  to  historic  archeological  finds 
at  the  Mamies  Rock  Shelter  Area  in  connection  with  the  construction 
of  the  Lower  Monumental  lock  and  dam  project,  Washington. 
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Department  of  the  Interior  I  - 

BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION  ';!  >; 

Upper  Colorado  River  Storage  Project 

Amendment  No.  50:  Reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The  man¬ 
agers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  an  amendment  to  appropriate 
for  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund,  $2,200,000,  together  with 
$500,000  to  be  derived  by  transfer  to  the  fund  from  funds  available 
under  section  8,  for  payment  of  contractor  claims,  instead  of  a  direct 
appropriation  of  $2,700,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  transfer 
shall  be  made  from  available  unobligated  balances  of  section  8  funds 
and  shall  not  affect  the  amounts  programed  for  project  construction 
during  the  current  fiscal  year  under  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin 
Fund. 

Inbependent  Offices 

NATIONAL  WATER  COMMISSION 

Salaries  and  Expenses 

Amendment  No.  51 :  Inserts  heading  and  appropriates  $150,000  for 
salaries  and  expenses  instead  of  $300,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Chapter  IX — State,  Justice,  Commerce,  and  the  Judiciary 

Amendment  No.  52:  Insert  chapter  number  and  heading. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 

Amendment  No.  53:  Deletes  the  proposal  of  the  Senate  to  appro¬ 
priate  $136,000  for  “Salaries  and  expenses,  general  administration”. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 

Amendment  No.  54:  Inserts  heading. 

Amendment  No.  55:  Deletes  the  proposal  of  the  Senate  to  provide 
$210,000  for  “State  marine  schools”. 

Amendment  No.  56:  Appropriates  $500,000  for  “Foreign  direct  in¬ 
vestment  control”  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

THE  JUDICIARY 

Amendment  No.  57:  Deletes  heading. 

Amendment  No.  58:  Deletes  the  proposal  of  the  Senate  to  appro¬ 
priate  $51,000  for  “Salaries  of  judges”.  Funds  are  presently  available 
for  the  payment  of  salaries  of  judges.  Later  on  in  the  fiscal  year  a 
more  accurate  determination  can  be  made  as  to  any  additional  amount 
needed  for  this  purpose. 

Amendment  No.  59:  Deletes  the  proposal  of  the  Senate  to  appro¬ 
priate  $38,000  for  “Salaries  of  supporting  personnel”. 

Amendment  No.  60:  Deletes  the  proposal  of  the  Senate  to  appro¬ 
priate  $45,000  for  “Travel  and  miscellaneous  expenses”. 

Amendment  No.  61:  Deletes  the  proposal  of  the  Senate  to  appro¬ 
priate  $15,000  for  “Administrative  Office  of  the  U.S.  Courts”. 
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Chapter  X — Department  of  Transportation 

Amendment  No.  62:  Changes  chapter  number. 

Amendment  No.  63:  Provides  $150,000  to  be  derived  by  transfer 
for  administrative  expenses  of  the  Urban  Mass  Transportation  Admin¬ 
istration  instead  of  $300,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Chapter  XI — Treasury  Department 

Amendment  No.  64:  Changes  chapter  number. 

Amendment  No.  65:  Reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  to  provide  Secret  Service  protection 
for  the  widow  of  a  former  President  until  her  death  or  remarriage  and 
for  minor  children  of  a  former  President  until  they  reach  1 6  years  of  age. 

Amendment  No.  66:  Appropriates  $150,000  for  the  Council  of 
Economic  Advisers  instead  of  $200,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Chapter  XII — Claims  and  Judgments 

Amendment  No.  67 :  Changes  chapter  number. 

Chapter  XIII — General  Provisions 

Amendment  No.  68:  Changes  chapter  number. 

Amendment  No.  69:  Changes  section  number. 

Amendment  No.  70:  Inserts  Senate  language  proposal  relating  to 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  and  grants  to  States  for  public 
assistance  but  retains  amounts  as  set  forth  in  the  House  bill: 
$907,000,000  for  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  and  $560,000,000 
for  grants  to  States  for  public  assistance. 

Amendment  No.  71:  Reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The 
managers  on  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  appropriate 
$100,000  for  the  National  Council  on  Indian  Opportunity  instead  of 
providing  a  total  authorization  of  $275,000  by  transfers  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate. 

George  Mahon, 

Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

John  J.  Rooney  (except 
as  to  housing  and  pub¬ 
lic  assistance  items), 

Otto  E.  Passman, 

Edward  P.  Boland, 

William  H.  Natcher, 

Daniel  J.  Flood, 

Julia  Butler  Hansen, 
Charles  R.  Jonas, 

Melvin  R.  Laird, 

E.  A.  Cederberg, 

Garner  E.  Shriver, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

o 
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a  quorum  being  present  when  it  ordered 
S.  2511  reported  to  the  House  on  July  2, 
1968. 

.Rule  XI,  clause  26(e),  of  the  rules  of 
this  House  states  as  follows: 

(ej  No  measure  or  recommendation  shall 
be  reported  from  any  committee  unless  a 
majority  of  the  committee  -were  actually 
present. 

I  have ''personally  checked  with  the 
staff  of  the\  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  have  beeh  informed  that  on  July  2, 
1968,  there  were  only  14  members  of  the 
committee  preselrt  and  that  the  vote  to 
report  S.  2511  to  tne  House  was  11  to  0  in 
favor  of  such  action.  Since  the  total 
membership  of  thalk committee  is  35, 
there  obviously  was  not  a  majority  act¬ 
ually  present  as  required  by  rule  XI, 
clause  26(e) . 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  would  like 
to  inquire  of  the  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  if  a  quorum  was 
present  when  the  bill  was  reported. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  theN^hair- 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
was  not  present  the  day  this  bill  was 
reported.  The  record  indicates  that  the) 
were  only  14  members  of  the  committee 
present  at  the  time  it  was  reported. 

The  SPEAKER.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  state  that  the  record  of  his 
committee  shows  there  were  14  members 
present  when  the  bill  was  acted  upon 
and  reported  out? 

Mr.  POAGE.  That  is  correct. 

The  SPEAKER.  Clause  27  of  rule  XI 
clearly  covers  this  situation.  Paragraph 
(e)  of  clause  27  of  rule  XI  states: 

No  measure  or  recommendation  shall  be 
reported  from  any  committee  unless  a  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  committee  were  actually  present. 

Upon  the  statement  of  the  chairman 
of  the  committee,  a  majority  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  were  not  actually  present.  There¬ 
fore,  the  point  of  order  is  sustained;  and 
the  bill  is  recommitted  to  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture. 

(Mr.  FINDLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 


Chair.  The  bells  will  be  rung  15  minutes 
before  the  House  is  reconvened. 

Accordingly  (at  12  o’clock  and  31  min¬ 
utes  p.m.) ,  the  House  stood  in  recess  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  call  of  the  Chair. 


AFTER  RECESS 


The  recess  having  expired,  the  House 
was  called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  at 
2  o’clock  and  44  minutes  p.m. 


PRINTING  OF  COMMITTEE 
ACTIVITY  REPORTS 

(Mr.  FRIEDEL  asked  and  was  gyVen 
permission  to  address  the  House  /for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend /his  re¬ 
marks  and  include  extraneous  .matter.) 

Mr.  FRIEDEL.  Mr.  Speakepf  with  re¬ 
ference  to  the  printing  of  committee  ac¬ 
tivity  reports  for  the  sessimi,  I  wish  to 
remind  the  chairmen  of /all  committees 
that  the  Joint  Committee  on  Printing  has 
very  properly  ruled  that  the  printing  of 
such  reports  both  as  committee  prints 
and  in  the  Record  is  duplication,  the  cost 
of  which  cannot  Joe  justified. 

It  is  requested  that  committee  chair¬ 
men  decide  whether  they  wish  these  re¬ 
ports  printedi  as  committee  prints  or  in 
the  REcoRa'since  the  Government  Print¬ 
ing  Officer  will  be  directed  not  to  print 
them  bpth  ways. 

RECESS 

le  SPEAKER.  According  to  the 
ranimous-consent  request  heretofore 
entered  into,  the  Chair  declares  a  recess 
of  the  House  subject  to  the  call  of  the 


FURTHER  MESSAGE  FROM  THE 
SENATE 

A  further  message  from  the  Senate  by 
Mr.  Arrington,  one  of  its  clerks,  an¬ 
nounced  that  the  Senate  had  passed 
without  amendment  bills  and  a  joint  res¬ 
olution  of  the  House  of  the  -following 
titles : 

,  H.R.  859.  An  act  for  tbe  relief  of  Public 
Utility  District  No.  1  of  Klickitat  County, 
Wash.; 

H.R.  2283.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Dr.  Ray 
P.  McMillan; 

H.R.  2288.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Charles 
B.  Franklin; 

H.R.  2792.  An  act  to  amend  sections  2( 
and  344  of  the  Immigration  and  Nationality 
let  to  eliminate  the  statutory  prescription  of 
^es,  and  for  other  purposes; 

I.R.  4939.  An  act  for  the  relief  o^/Joseph 
H.  Bonduki; 

H.R\8364.  An  act  to  amend  tiy  joint  re¬ 
solution  of  March  24,  1937,  to  provide  for  the 
termination  of  the  interest  of  the  United 
States  in  certain  real  property  in  Allen  Park, 
Mich.; 

H.R.  10256.\An  act  to  redder  the  assertion 
of  land  claimdyby  the  Bnited  States  based 
upon  accretion  or  avulsion  subject  to  legal 
and  equitable  derense'  to  which  private  per¬ 
sons  asserting  suchSilaims  would  be  subject; 

H.R.  10725.  An  srcK  to  amend  the  act  of 
August  4,  1950  JJbi  Stat.  411),  entitled  “An 
act  relating  to /Die  policing  of  the  buildings 
and  grounds  m  the  Library  of  Congress”,  to 
provide  salcu^y  increases  foi  members  of  the 
police  force  of  the  Library  Congress,  and 
for  other/purposes; 

H.R.  1^864.  An  act  to  amendYtitles  5,  10, 
and  3 It,  United  States  Code,  to  codify  recent 
law/and  to  improve  the  code; 

:.R.  18612.  An  act  to  enact  title  44\United 
tates  Code,  “Public  Printing  and  \pocu- 
dnents”,  codifying  the  general  and  permanent 
laws  relating  to  public  printing  and  docu¬ 
ments;  and 

H.J.  Res.  691.  Joint  resolution  extending 
greetings  and  felicitations  to  St.  Louis  Uni¬ 
versity  in  the  city  of  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  150th  anniversary  of  its 
founding. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  passed  with  an  amendment 
in  which  the  concurrence  of  the  House 
is  requested,  a  bill  of  the  House  of  the 
following  title: 

H.R.  2478.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Josefina 
Policar  Abutan  Fuliar. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  recedes  from  its  amendment  to 
the  bill  of  the  House  of  the  following 
title : 

H.R.  13058.  An  act  to  repeal  certain  acts 
relating  to  containers  for  fruits  and  vege¬ 
tables,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  report  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
14096)  entitled  “An  act  to  amend  the 
Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act 


to  increase  the  penalties  for  unlawful 
acts  involving  lysergic  acid  diethylamide' 
(LSD)  and  other  depressant  and  stinju- 
lant  drugs,  and  for  other  purposes.” 

The  message  also  announced  thatt  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  report  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  Die  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  House  to  tl^d  bill  (H.R. 
15147)  entitled  “An  act  t6  amend  the 
Immigration  and  Nationality  Act  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  naturalisation  of  persons 
who  have  served  in  combatant  areas  in 
active-duty  service  id  the  Armed  Forces 
of  the  United  States,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses-”  / 

The  message/also  announced  that  the 
Senate  agrees' to  the  report  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amend¬ 
ments  oy  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H  R. 
19908) /entitled  “An  act  making  appro- 
priatjdns  for  foreign  assistance  and  re¬ 
late#  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes.” 

/ The  message  also  announced  that  the 
-''Senate  agrees  to  the  amendments  of  the 
House  to  a  bill  of  the  Senate  of  the 
following  title: 

S.  2012.  An  act  to  amend  the  District  of 
Columbia  Public  School  Food  Services  Act. 


POINT  OF  ORDER 

Mr.  ASHBROOK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  will  count. 

Mr.  ASHBROOK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  with¬ 
draw  my  point  of  order. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Ohio  withdraws  his  point  of  order. 

CONFERENCE  REPORT  ON  H.R. 

20300,  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRI¬ 
ATIONS,  1969 

Mr.  MAHON  submitted  the  following 
conference  report  and  statement  on  the 
bill  (H.R.  20300)  making  supplemental 
appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  1972) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
20300)  “making  supplemental  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1969,  and  for  other  purposes,”  having  met, 
after  full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed 
to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to  their 
respective  Houses  as  follows : 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amend¬ 
ments  numbered  7,  8,  26,  31,  32,  33,  41,  42, 
49,  53,  55,  57,  58,  59,  60,  and  61. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  4,  9,  12,  14,  16,  22,  25,  29,  36,  38,  39, 
43,  44,  46,  47,  48,  52,  54,  56,  62,  64,  67,  68,  and 
69;  and  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  1 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  1,  and  agree  to 
the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In 
lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amendment 
insert  “$75,000”;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the 
same. 

Amendment  numbered  2:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  2,  and  agree  to 
the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In 
lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment 
insert  “$55,000,000”;  and  the  Senate  agree  to 
the  same. 
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Amendment  No.  70:  Inserts  Senate  lan¬ 
guage  proposal  relating  to  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  and  grants  to  States  for  public 
assistance  but  retains  amounts  as  set  forth  in 
the  House  bill:  $907,000,000  for  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  and  $560,000,000  for  grants 
to  States  for  public  assistance. 

Amendment  No.  71:  Reported  in  tech¬ 
nical  disagreement.  The  managers  on  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  appropriate 
$100,000  for  the  National  Council  on  Indian 
Opportunity  instead  of  providing  a  total 
authorization  of  $275,000  by  transfers  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

George  Mahon, 

Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

John  J.  Rooney  (except 
as  to  housing  and  Pub¬ 
lic  assistance  items) , 

Otto  E.  Passman, 

Edward  P.  Boland, 

William  H.  Natcher, 

Daniel  J.  Flood, 

Julia  Butler  Hansen, 

Charles  R.  Jonas, 

Melvin  R.  Laird, 

E.  A.  Cederberg, 

Garner  E.  Shriver, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (H.R. 
20300)  making  supplemental  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1969,  and  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  statement  of  the  managers  on  the 
part  of  the  House  be  read  in  lieu  of  the 
report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Texas  is  recognized  for  1  hour. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my¬ 
self  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  the  final  appro¬ 
priation  bill  of  the  year,  except  for  the 
Defense  bill  which  is  scheduled  to  be 
called  up  presently  and  which  is  ready 
for  presentation  to  the  House. 

The  conference  on  the  supplemental 
was  agreed  on  at  noon  today.  It  provides 
a  total  of  $446,688,727  in  new  budget 
authority. 

The  bill  as  passed  by  the  House  con¬ 
tained  $123,532,907.  It  is  a  legitimate 
question  to  ask  why  the  increase  over 
the  House  of  $323,155,820.  Well,  this  is 
due  primarily  to  the  fact  that  the  other 
body  considered  budget  estimates  that 
were  not  considered  by  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  in  the  amount  of  $469,829,- 
000.  The  biggest  of  the  items  considered 
by  the  other  body  but  not  by  the  House 
v/as  $296,000,000  for  foreign  military 
sales.  This  was  submitted  directly  to  the 
other  body,  since  authorizing  legislation 
was  not  available  when  this  bill  passed 
the  House.  The  other  body  considered 
those  estimates,  and  the  other  body  also 
considered  and  denied  funds  for  the  In¬ 
ternational  Development  Association 
amounting  to  $160  million. 

The  amount  aproved  by  the  conferees 
is  only  $27  million  above  the  House  for 
all  of  the  items  in  the  bill  other  than  the 
$296  million  for  military  sales  not  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  House.  We  have  been  en¬ 
gaged  in  the  sale  of  military  equipment 
over  the  years.  The  authorization  law 
has  been  changed  and  has  been  extended. 


This  program  will  contribute  to  our  bal- 
ance-of -payments  account.  Various 
countries  of  the  world  are  going  to  buy  a 
certain  amount  of  military  equipment. 
The  question  is — shall  they  have  the  op¬ 
portunity  to  buy  some  of  this  equipment 
from  the  United  States,  or  shall  they  buy 
from  France,  or  shall  they  buy  from 
Germany,  or  shall  they  buy  from  Eng¬ 
land?  It  is  considered  that  this  is  a  de¬ 
sirable  piece  of  legislation  by  the  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  Congress  and  certainly  by 
the  administration.  Accordingly,  we  ap¬ 
proved  the  necessary  funds  in  conference 
for  this  purpose. 

I  would  say  one  of  the  very,  very  im¬ 
portant  features  of  this  bill  is  that  provi¬ 
sion  which  exempts  expenditures  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  and  the 
public  assistance  programs  principally 
medicaid,  from  the  operation  of  the  Rev¬ 
enue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of 
1968. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  House  language  on 
these  exemptions  was  modified  some¬ 
what,  although  not  in  any  significant 
way.  The  House  figures  were  adopted  by 
the  conference  for  both  purposes.  It  may 
be  that  the  estimate  for  public  assistance 
expenditures  given  to  the  House  by  the 
Department  of  HEW  was  too  low.  It  is 
certainly  not  the  intention  of  the  House 
conferees  that  the  conference  agreement 
should  work  an  undue  hardship  on  the 
Department  of  HEW.  Perhaps  this  prob¬ 
lem  may  have  to  be  considered  again 
at  the  next  session  in  order  that  these 
public  assistance  programs  can  be  car¬ 
ried  out  so  that  the  uncontrollable  ex¬ 
penditures  will  not  force  total  expendi¬ 
ture  reductions  in  the  non-exempted 
areas  to  exceed  the  $6  billion  goal  con¬ 
templated  in  the  law. 

Mr.  Speaker,  under  leave  granted,  may 
I  add  that  the  other  body  concurred  with 
the  House  in  providing  the  full  $5  million 
appropriation  for  the  Eisenhower  Col¬ 
lege  at  Seneca  Falls,  N.Y. 

This  is  a  memorial  to  a  great  American 
who  has  devoted  his  life  to  the  service 
of  his  Nation. 

This  has  been  a  bipartisan  undertak¬ 
ing.  We  ask  our  Presidents,  irrespective 
of  party,  to  bear  many  burdens  for  the 
public  good.  Today,  we  honor  one  such 
President  with  a  memorial  in  the  form 
of  a  gift  to  a  college  bearing  his  name. 
I  would  hope  that  notwithstanding  our 
preoccupation  with  our  many  interna¬ 
tional  and  domestic  problems,  this  action 
will  be  applauded  by  the  American  peo¬ 
ple  generally. 

The  other  body  added  language  to  pro¬ 
vide  protection  to  the  families  of  former 
Presidents  which  was  accepted  by  the 
House  conferees  and  is  in  this  conference 
agreement. 

The  bill  authorizes  the  U.S.  Secret 
Service  to  protect  the  widow  of  any  for¬ 
mer  President  until  her  death  or  remar¬ 
riage  and  the  minor  children  of  a  former 
President  until  they  reach  the  age  of  16 
years,  unless  such  protection  is  declined. 

It  has  taken  the  tragedies  of  recent 
years  to  make  us  aware  of  the  need  to 
expand  Secret  Service  protection  to  the 
families  of  our  deceased  Presidents.  The 
FBI  and  the  Secret  Service  have  shown 
us  vivid  evidence  that  the  wives  and  mi¬ 
nor  children  of  former  Presidents  con- 
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tinue  to  be  exposed  to  threats,  harass- 
ments,  curiosity  seekers,  and  other  risks. 

The  language  we  adopt  today  will  con¬ 
tinue  the  existing  protection  afforded 
Mrs.  Kennedy  and  the  two  Kennedy  chil¬ 
dren.  When  the  unhappy  day  comes  that 
former  President  Truman  or  General 
Eisenhower  is  no  longer  with  us — and  we 
all  pray  that  day  is  far  away — the  bill 
would  provide  authority  to  protect  Mrs. 
Truman  and  Mrs.  Eisenhower  for  as  long 
as  they  need  or  wish  this  assistance. 

Happily,  President  Johnson  and  our 
beloved  First  Lady  are  in  excellent  health 
but  we  must  legislate  for  all  possible 
eventualities._The  passage  of  this  pro¬ 
vision  will  insure  that  no  First  Family 
will  ever  lack  the  protection  of  a  grate¬ 
ful  Nation — and  this  is  appropriate. 

The  House  conferees  have  also  con¬ 
curred  in  two  amendments  of  the  other 
body  relating  to  activities  of  the  General 
Services  Administration. 

The  amount  of  $748,000  has  been 
added  for  the  National  Archives  and 
Records  Service.  These  funds  will  be 
used  for  the  operation  and  maintenance 
of  the  six  Presidential  libraries. 

Much  has  been  learned  over  the  years 
about  the  need  to  preserve  our  Presi¬ 
dential  documents  and  papers.  I  am  ad¬ 
vised  that  the  Lincoln  papers  of  100  years 
ago  were  often  sold  by  distant  relatives 
and  are  scattered  through  many  private 
collections. 

Presidential  papers  are  a  legacy  of 
infinite  value.  Each  President’s  papers 
should  be  collected  in  a  single  location  for 
the  education  of  the  public  as  a  whole 
and  as  a  tool  of  scholarly  research. 

These  Presidential  papers  will  continue 
to  increase.  Our  living  former  Presidents 
still  receive  enormous  volumes  of  cor¬ 
respondence  and  conduct  activities  which 
result  in  papers  and  other  memorabilia 
of  historical  significance.  For  example, 
I  am  advised  that  former  President  Ei¬ 
senhower  still  receives  approximately  50,- 
000  letters  annually.  It  is  estimated  that 
President  Johnson  will  receive  more 
than  100,000  letters  next  year. 

Each  former  President  has  a  staff  al¬ 
lowance  of  $80,000  for  personnel  to  assist 
him  in  the  processing  and  answering  of 
mail.  But  this  is  only  one  of  the  many 
functions  this  small  staff  must  perform. 
I  am  told  that  President  Eisenhower’s 
staff  has  substantial  difficulty  keeping  up 
with  the  correspondence  they  receive  and 
cataloging  the  papers  for  eventual  inclu¬ 
sion  in  the  Eisenhower  Library. 

It  is  in  the  national  interest  that  all 
important  papers  go  to  the  Presidential 
libraries  as  their  final  repository.  For 
this  reason,  GSA  library  personnel  must 
be  available  to  work  with  former  Presi¬ 
dents  and  their  staffs  to  insure  that  no 
papers  or  correspondence  are  inadver¬ 
tently  lost  or  mishandled.  The  appropri¬ 
ation  in  this  conference  agreement  will 
enable  the  employment  of  sufficient  per¬ 
sonnel  to  perform  this  service  and  will 
pay  their  necessary  expenses  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  operation  and  maintenance 
of  the  various  Presidential  libraries. 

This  is  to  be  a  continuing,  permanent 
activity.  GSA  has  estimated  the  alloca¬ 
tions  for  each  library  during  the  remain¬ 
der  of  fiscal  year  1969 — although  actual 
expenditures  may  vary  as  needs  are 
shown.  They  will  be  employing  expert 
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library  personnel  and  must  have  assur¬ 
ance  that  these  people  may  be  retained 
in  future  years.  We  have  been  advised  by 
GSA  that  they  will  be  guided  in  their  re¬ 
quest  for  funds  for  fiscal  year  1970  and 
succeeding  years  by  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  director  of  each  library — an 
archivist  who  is  a  career  public  servant. 

An  additional  $40,000  has  been  ap¬ 
propriated  for  the  General  Services  Ad¬ 
ministration  to  provide  funds  for  reim¬ 
bursement  for  travel  and  related  ex¬ 
penses  of  former  Presidents  and  two 
members  of  their  staffs.  This  will  not 
provide  any  funds  for  President  John¬ 
son  and  his  staff  during  the  current  fiscal 
year  1969.  His  expenses  of  this  nature 
are  covered  by  the  Presidential  Transi¬ 
tion  Act  for  the  remainder  of  this  fiscal 
year. 

It  will,  however,  immediately  apply  to 
Presidents  Truman  and  Eisenhower  and 
their  staff.  Former  Presidents  are  en¬ 
titled  to  travel  by  military  aircraft.  But 
when  their  staff  members  precede  them 
in  advance  on  trips,  there  is  no  means  by 
which  they  may  be  compensated.  There 
is  also  no  provision  under  existing  law 
by  which  a  former  President  may  be 
reimbursed  for  travel  by  private  con¬ 
veyance — even  though  it  may  often  be 
less  expensive  than  government  trans¬ 
portation. 

The  language  contained  in  this  bill 
provides  for  these  situations.  The  pro¬ 
vision  agreed  upon  provides  permanent 
authority  for  GSA  to  reimburse  former 
Presidents  and  two  staff  members  for 
travel  and  related  expenses.  Annual  re¬ 
quests  for  funds  will  be  made  by  the 


General  Services  Administration  on  the 
basis  of  anticipated  need  as  a  part  of 
their  budget  for  allowances  and  office 
facilities  for  former  Presidents.  It  is  im¬ 
possible  to  predict  just  what  travel  sums 
may  actually  be  necessary.  If  the  funds 
are  not  used  for  the  purposes  set  forth, 
they  will  remain  in  the  Treasury. 

This  I  think  generally  covers  the  re¬ 
port  of  the  Managers  on  the  part  of  the 
House.  Copies  of  the  bill  as  considered  by 
the  conference  committee  are  available 
to  all  Members  here  today  for  further 
review. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Jonas]  . 

(Mr.  JONAS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman  of  the  committee 
has  stated,  this  conference  report  is  above 
the  House-passed  bill.  That  requires  some 
explanation.  The  gentleman  from  Texas 
has  explained  it  in  a  satisfactory  way. 
Let  me  just  briefly,  for  the  Record,  re¬ 
view  the  figures  for  the  Record. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  House  considered 
budget  estimates  amounting  to  $270  mil¬ 
lion.  The  other  body  considered  budget 
estimates  amounting  to  $740  million.  The 
House  approved  $123  million  of  the  budg¬ 
et  request  submitted  to  our  side  of  the 
Capitol.  The  other  body  approved  $515 
million,  an  increase  of  $392  million.  But 
one  must  bear  in  mind  that  several  large 
items  were  sent  to  the  other  body  after 
the  House  had  acted  on  the  supplemental 
budget  request. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  my  opinion  the  confer¬ 


ence  committee  has  worked  out  a  good 
compromise.  It  submits  to  the  House  to¬ 
day  a  bill  which  contains  a  total  of  $446 
million.  The  conference  report  is  $293 
million  below  the  estimates  that  went  to 
the  Senate.  It  is  $323  million  above  the 
House-passed  bill  and  it  is  $68  million 
below  the  Senate-passed  bill. 

If  you  eliminate  the  $296  million  for 
military  sales,  you  will  find  that  the  con¬ 
ference  report  is  only  $27  million  above 
the  House-passed  bill  for  the  other  items 
in  the  bill. 

I  suppose  it  is  fair  to  say  that  no  one 
who  attends  a  conference  with  the  other 
body,  and  who  does  not  bring  back  a  bill 
exactly  as  it  passed  the  House,  is  entire¬ 
ly  satisfied  with  the  results.  But  it  must 
be  remembered  that  the  Congress  is  com¬ 
posed  of  two  co-equal  and  coordinate 
branches  and  we  on  the  House  side  can¬ 
not  always  have  our  way.  Also,  neither 
can  the  other  body  expect  to  have  its  way 
completely.  We  have  to  meet  in  confer¬ 
ence  and  iron  out  the  differences  and  ar¬ 
rive  at  a  compromise.  Personally,  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  compromise  we  have 
worked  out  in  conference  on  this  bill  is 
reasonably  satisfactory  to  the  House  con¬ 
ferees  as  well  as  the  Senate  conferees.  I 
gladly  join  the  chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Appropriations  in  recommending 
to  this  body  the  adoption  of  the  confer¬ 
ence  report. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  at  this  time, 
under  leave  granted,  I  am  placing  in  the 
Record  a  table  which  sets  forth  the  ac¬ 
tion  taken  by  the  House,  the  Senate  and 
the  conferees  on  each  item  considered  in 
this  supplemental  bill: 
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Department  or  activity 

Budget 

estimates 

House  bill 

Senate  bill 

Conference  action  compared  with — 

action 

Budget 

estimates 

House  bill 

Senate  bill 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

CHAPTER  I 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


Extension  Service: 

Cooperative  extension  work,  payments  and  expenses: 

393  Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico . .  $150,  000 

Consumer  and  Marketing  Service: 

393  Consumer  protective,  marketing,  and  regulatory  pro¬ 
grams _  2,  000,  000 

393  Food  stamp  program _  90, 000, 000 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority: 

318  Salaries  and  expenses _ _ 600,000 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service: 

393  Indemnity  payments  to  dairy  farmers _  300, 000 

Farmers  Home  Administration: 

393  Salaries  and  expenses _  1, 325, 000 

393  Self-help  housing  land  development  fund _  1, 000, 000 

393  Mutual  and  self-help  housing _  2, 700, 000 

393  Housing  for  rural  trainees _  4, 500, 000 


(>) 

(') 

$150, 000 

$75,000 

— $75, 000 

-2,000,000  . 

+$75,  000 

— $75,  000 

$40, 000, 000 

90,000,000 

56, 000,  000 

-35,  000,  000 

+15,  000,  000 

-35,  000,  000 

(>) 

400,000 

300,000 

-300,000 

+300,000 

-100,000 

300,000 

300,000 

300,000  .. 

(>) 

955,000 

250,000 

-1, 075, 000 

+250, 000 

-705,000 

(‘) 

1,  000,  000 

600,000 

-400,000 

+600,000 

-400,  000 

0) 

(>) 

2, 700,  000  . 

-2,700,000  _ 
-4,600,000  . 

-2,  700,  000 

Total,  chapter  1 .  102,575,000  40,300,000  95,505,000  66,625,000  -46,050,000  +16,225,000  -38,980,000 

CHAPTER  II 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 


Federal  Funds 


393  Loans  to  the  District  of  Columbia  for  capital  outlay _  8,562,000  7,902,000  7,902,000  7,902,000  —660,000 

District  of  Columbia  Funds 


393  and 
8. 109 
S.  109 
393 
393 


393 


General  operating  expenses . . . . 

Public  safety . . . 

(.1,411,000) 

( 1S6 , 000 ) . 
(27,  900) 
(11, 250,  000) 

(5,500) 

(27,900) 

(10,690,000) 

(/,  049, 500) 

(136, 000) 
(27, 900) 
(10, 590, 000) 

(1, 049, 500) 

(68, 000) 
(27,  900) ... 

(-361, 600) 

(-68, 000) 

(+1,044,000)... 

(+68, 000) 

(-68, 000) 

Capital  outlay . 

(10, 690,  000) 

(  660,000).. 

Total  District  of  Columbia  funds . . 

(12,  824, 900) 

(10,623,400) 

(11, 80S,  400) 

(11,735,400) 

(-1, 089,600) 

(+1,112,000) 

(-68, 000) 

COMMISSION  ON  THE  REVISION  OF  THE  CRIM¬ 
INAL  LAWS  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

Salaries  and  expenses. . . - . 

150,000  . 

150,000  . 

-150,000  .. 

-150,000 

Total,  chapter  II . . . . . .  . . . 

8,  712,  000 

7, 902,  000 

8,  052,  000 

7,902,000 

-810,000  .. 

-160,  000 

Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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H.  Doc. 
No. 


(1) 


S.  109 


S.  109 


393 

393 
8.  109 
S.  109 

393 

393 


393 

393 

393 

393 

393 

393 

393 


393 


393 

393 

393 


393 

393 


393 


393 


318 

393 


Department  or  activity 

(2) 

CHAPTER  III 
FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE 
Funds  Appropriated  to  the  President 

MILITARY  ASSISTANCE 

Foreign  military  credit  sales _ 

International  Financial  institutions 
Subscription  to  International  Development  Association.... 
Total,  chapter  III - - - 


Budget 

estimates 

House  bill 

Senate  bill 

Conference  action  compared  with — 

action 

Budget 

estimates 

House  bill 

Senate  bill 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

.  $296,000,000  . 

$296, 000,  000 

$296, 000,  000 

$+296,000,000  . 

160,000,000  . . . 

-$160,000,000 

456,000,000  . . 

.  296,000,000 

296,000,000 

-160,000,000 

+296,000,000  . 

CHAPTER  IV 
INDEPENDENT  OFFICES 


Federal  Trade  Commission 


Salaries  and  expenses. 


400,000  $200,000  400,000 


300,000  -100,000  +100,000  -$100,000 


General  Services  Administration 


Construction,  public  buildings  projects... . .  {6, 000, 000)  {6, 000, 000) 

Operating  expenses,  National  Archives  and  Records  Service.  748,000  ... - 

Allowances  and  office  facilities  for  former  Presidents _  40, 000  . . 


{6, 000, 000)  { 6 , 000, 000) 


748,000  748,000  . .  +748,000 

40,000  40,000  .  +40,000 


National  Commission  on  Consumer  Finance 


Salaries  and  expenses. 


375,000 


-375,000 


Securities  and  Exchange  Commission 

Salaries  and  expenses _  200,000  - -  '200,000  200,000  - - -  +200,000  - 

Total,  independent  offices . . . . .  1,763,000  200,000  1,388,000  1,288,000  -475,000  +1,088,000  -100,000 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND  URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT 

Mortgage  Credit 


Homeownership  and  rental  housing  assistance: 

Limitation  for  annual  contract  authorization: 

Homeownership  assistance _ _ _ 

Rental  housing  assistance _ 

Appropriation  for  payments _ 

Salaries  and  expenses _ 

Low  and  moderate  income  sponsor  fund _ 

Federal  Housing  Administration: 

Limitation  on  administrative  expenses _ 

Limitation  on  nonadministrative  expenses _ „ _ 

Departmental  Management 

/ 

Fair  housing  program _ _ _ _ _ 

Renewal  and  Housing  Assistance 

College  Housing _ 

Salaries  and  expenses _ 

Grants  for  tenant  services. _ _ _ _ 

Metropolitan  Development 


(7 5,000,000) 
{75, 000, 000) 
11,  500, 000 
6,500,000  . 
5,000,000  . 

{15,000,000) 
{16, 000, 000 ) 

•  5, 000, 000 

(75, 000, 000) 
(75, 000, 000) 
11, 500, 000 

1, 250,  000 
2,000,000 

{35, 000, 000) 
{36,000,000) 
7, 000,000 
625,000 
500,000 

{-50, 000, 000) 
{-50, 000,  OOO) 
-4,500,000 
-5, 875,  000 
-4,  500,  000 

(+10, 000, 000) 
{+10, 000, 000) 
+2, 000,  000 
+625,  000 
+500,000 

{-60, 000, 000) 
{-50, 000, 000) 
-4,  500, 000 
-625,  000 
-1,  500,  000 

{350,000). 

{6,350,000) 

{3,  500, 000) 

{350, 000) 
{3, 600, 000) 

{360, 000) . 
{3,  500, 000) 

{-1 , 860, 000) . 

{+350,000) . 

8,000,000 

1,000,000 

7,000,000 

2,000,000 

-6,000,000 

+1,000,000 

-5,000,000 

(7,500,000) 
1, 250,000 

{3,600,000) 

500,000 

($  ,000,000) 
500,000 

(S,  OOO,  000) 
500,000 

{-4,600,000) 
-750,000  . 

{+600, 000) 

(-1, 000, 000) 

16,000,000  . . . . . . .  -15,000,000 


Planned  areawide  development- 1.. . . . .  5,000,000  . . . . . . . .  —5,000,000 

Salaries  and  expenses _  670,000  —.. _  —670,000 

Federal  Insurance  Programs 

Flood  insurance— .  1,500,000  1,500,000  1,500,000  1,500,000  . ..... 


Special  Institution 

National  Homeownership  Foundation _ _ _  250,000  _  —250,000 


Total,  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment . . . . .  54,670,000  8,000,000  23,750,000  12,125,000  -42,545,000  +4,125,000  -11,625,000 


Total,  chapter  IV,  new  budget  (obligatlonal)  authority  66,433,000  8,200,000  25,138,000  13,413,000  -43,020,000  +5,213,000  -11,725,000 


CHAPTER  V 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 


Bureau  op  Indian  Ape  airs 

Education  and  welfare  services.. .  10,752,000  752,000  2,452,000  1,452,000  —9,300,000  +700,000  -1,000,000 


Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation 
Land  and  water  conservation  fund: 

Appropriation  {repayable  advance  to  the  fund).. . —  ( 9 3, 000, 000)  (S3, 000, 000)  {93, 000, 000)  {S3, 000, 000)  {—39, 000, 000) .  {—39, 000, 000) 

Appropriation  of  receipts  (indefinite) . .  2,550,000  2,500,000  2,600,000  2,500,000  —  60,000  . . . : . . 

Appropriation  out  of  the  fund  (not  including  liquida¬ 
tion  cash) . . . . .  7,000,000  7,000,000  7,000,000  7,000,000  . . 

{Appropriation  out  of  the  fund  to  liquidate  contract  authori¬ 
zation) . . . . . 8  {86,000,000)  »  {46,000,000)  2  {85,000,000)  >  {46,000,090)  {-39,000,000). .  {-39,000,000) 


Total,  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation .  9,550,000  9,500,000  9,500,000  9,500,000  —50,000 


Footnote  at  end  of  table. 
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H.  Doc. 

No. 

Department  or  activity 

Budget 

estimates 

House  bill 

Senate  bill 

Conference 

action 

Conference  action  compared  with— 

Budget 

estimates 

House  bill 

Senate  bill 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

National  Park  Service 

393  and 

S.  109 
393  and 

S.  109 

Management  and  protection . . . . . 

Maintenance  and  rehabilitation  of  physical  facilities - 

$421,000 

169, 000 

$100,000 

50,000 

$421,000 

169, 000 

$325,000 

125,000 

-$96,000 

-44, 000 

+$225,000 

+75,000 

— $96, 000 

-44,000 

Total,  National  Park  Service . . 

590, 000 

150,000 

590,000 

450, 000 

-140, 000 

+300,000 

-140,000 

Total,  Department  of  the  Interior . . . 

20,892,000 

10,402,000 

12,  542, 000 

11,402,000 

-9,490,000 

+1,000,000 

-1,140,000 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION, 
AND  WELFARE 

Health  Services 

393 . 

Contract  medical  care.. _ _ 

Construction  of  Indian  health  facilities . 

4, 238, 000 

3,350,000 

850,000 

4,944,000 

850, 000 

4,  056, 000 

+850, 000 
-182,000 

+850,000  .. 
+706, 000 

-888,000 

Total,  chapter  V . . . . . 

.  25, 130,  000 

13, 752,  000 

18,336,000 

16,308,000 

-8,822,000 

+2,556,000 

-2,028,000 

CHAPTER  VI 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION, 
AND  WELFARE 

Office  of  Edcuation 

S.  109.... 

Elementary  and  secondary  educational  activities . . 

(S,  000, 000) 

(S,  000,000) 

(1,000,000) 

(-2,000,000) 

(  (-1,000, 000) 

(-2,000,000) 

Higher  Educational  Activities 

■ 

S.  109.... 

12, 741, 000 

7,741,000  . 

-12,741,000  .. 

-7,741,000 

Social  and  Rehabhjtation  Service 

393 . 

Juvenile  delinquency  prevention  and  control. . 

.  19, 200, 000 

5,000,000 

12,000,000 

5,000,000 

-14,200,000  _ 

f 

-7,000,000 

Total,  chapter  VI - - 

31, 941, 000 

6,000,000 

19,741,000 

6,000,000 

-26,941,000  _ 

-14, 741, 000 

CHAPTER  VII 
LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH 


Senate 

SALARIES,  OFFICERS  AND  EMPLOYEES 

Office  of  the  Secretary - - - - . — 

CONTINGENT  EXPENSES  OF  THE  SENATE 


Miscellaneous  items.. . . . . . - . - . - . 

House  of  Representatives 

Gratuity  to  widows  of  deceased  Members _  60,  000 

CONTINGENT  EXPENSES  OF  THE  HOUSE 

893  Reporting  hearings _  145,  000  145, 000 


Joint  Items 


393  Joint  Committee  on  Defense  Production. 
393  Education  of  pages _ _ _ 


8,  630  8,  630 

18, 681  18,  581 


Capitol  Police 
General  expenses . . . . 


Library  of  Congress 

393  Salaries  and  expenses... . . 

Total,  chapter  VII . . 


200,  000  200,  000 

372, 211  432, 211 


16, 670  16, 570  +16, 570  +16,  570 

11, 260  11,  250  +11, 250  +11, 250 

60, 000  60, 000  +60, 000  . 

145,000  145,000  . . 

8,630  8,630  . . . . . 

18,581  18,581  ... . . 

34, 000  34,  000  +34, 000  +34, 000 

200,000  200,000  . . — . - . 

494,031  494,031  +121,820  +61,820 


CHAPTER  VIH 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR— PUBLIC 
WORKS 


393 

393 


Bureau  of  Reclamation 


Upper  Colorado  River  storage  project - 

2,700,000  . 

. .  2,700,000 

2,200,000 

-500,000 

+2,200,000 

-500,000 

NATIONAL  WATER  COMMISSION 

Salaries  and  expenses. .  ...  . — - - 

600,000  _ 

_  300,000 

150,000 

-350,000 

+150,000 

-150,000 

Total,  chapter  VIII . . - - - - 

3,200,000  . . 

3,000,000 

2,350,000 

-850,000 

+2,350,000 

-650,000 

CHAPTER  IX 

DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 


393 

393 


Legal  Activities  and  General  Administration 

Salaries  and  expensos,  general  administration - 

Salaries  and  expenses,  general  legal  activities - 

Total,  legal  activities  and  general  administration - 


136,000 

300,000 


436,000 


136,000  _ _ _  —136,000 

_ _ _  -300,000 

136,000  . ‘  -436,000 


-136,000 


-136,000 


Footnote  at  end  of  tables, 
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H.  Doc. 
No. 


(1) 


Department  or  activity 


(2) 


Budget  House  bill  Senate  bill  Conference 
estimates  action 


(3) 


(4) 


(5) 


(6) 


Conference  action  compared  with- 


Budget 

estimates 

(7) 


House  bill 

(8) 


Senate  bill 
(9) 


CHAPTER  IX — Continued 
DEPARTMENT  OP  JUSTICE — Continued 


393 

393 


4, 000, 000 


4, 436, 000 


393 


393 


393 


393 

393 

393 

393 


Federal  Prison  System 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Prisons -  $2, 000, 000 

Support  of  U.S.  prisoners _ _ _  2, 000, 000  . 

Total,  Federal  prison  system _ _ . _ 

Total,  Department  of  Justice _ 

DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 

Environmental  Science  Services  Administration 

Salaries  and  expenses  ( increase  in  limitation) _ 

Maritime  Administration 

State  marine  schools  (by  transfer)-.. - - 

Foreign  Direct  Investment  Control 

Salaries  and  expenses - - - 

Total,  Department  of  Commerce.  _ _ _ 

THE  JUDICIARY 

Courts  of  Appeals,  District  Courts,  and  Other 
Judicial  Services 

Salaries  of  judges - 

Salaries  of  supporting  personnel _ _ _ 

Travel  and  miscellaneous  expenses _ 

Administrative  Office  of  the  U.S.  Courts _ _ _ 


— $2, 000, 000 
-2, 000,  000 


-4,  000,  000 


$136, 000 


-4, 436, 000 


047,000). 

(m,ooo). 

750,000  . 


(210,000). 


500,000 


$500,000 


(.-147,000). 

(-210, 000) . 

-250,000 


+$500, 000 


750,000 


500, 000 


500,000 


-250, 000 


+500,000 


230,000 
1,062,000 
630,000 
66,000  . 


51,000 
38,000 
45,000 
15,000  , 


-230,000 
-1, 062, 000 
-630, 000 
-66,000 


Total,  the  judiciary — . . . — 

Total,  chapter  IX _ _ _ _ _ _ 

CHAPTER  X 

DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
Office  of  the  Secretary 


1, 988, 000 


149, 000 


-1,988,000 


7, 174, 000 


785, 000 


500,000  -6,674,000 


+500,000 


393 

Salaries  and  expenses . . . . . . . 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 

500,000 

$250, 000 

250, 000 

250,000 

393 

Operations- . — . . . . . 

Federal  Railroad  Administration 

4, 200, 000 

4,000,000 

4, 000, 000 

4, 000, 000 

393 

Alaska  Railroad  revolving  fund _ _ _ _ 

Urban  Mass  Transportation  Administration 

580, 000 

580,000 

580,000 

580,000 

393 

Salaries  and  expenses  (by  transfer) . . . . 

(665, 000) 

(300, 000) .. 

(150, 000) 

-250, 000 


-200,000 


(-515, 000)  (-150, 000) 


Total,  chapter  X . . . 

CHAPTER  XI 

TREASURY  DEPARTMENT 
Bureau  of  Accounts 

Salaries  and  expenses. . . . . . . . 

Internal  Revenue  Service 

Compliance.. . . . . . . . 

Eisenhower  College  Grants 

Construction,  repair,  and  equipment  grants _ 

Total,  Treasury  Department _ 

EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 
Council  of  Economic  Advisers 

S.Doc.  80  Salaries  and  expenses. . . . 

Total,  chapter  XI _ 

CHAPTER  XII 


5, 280, 000  4, 830, 000  4, 830, 000  4, 830, 000 


-450,000 


393 

393 

393 


1, 878,  000 
1, 575, 000 
5, 000, 000 


1, 878,  000 
1,000,000 
5, 000,  000 


1, 878, 000 
1,000,000 
5,000,000 


1, 878, 000 
1,000,000 
5, 000, 000 


-576,000 


393 


CHAPTER  XIII 
GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Independent  Office 

National  Council  on  Indian  Opportunity,  salaries,  and 

expenses.. . . . 

Grand  total,  all  chapters _  740, 508, 907 


-$136, 000 


(—21 0,000) 


-51,000 
-38, 000 
-45, 000 
-15, 000 


-149,000 


-285, 000 


(+150,000) 


8, 453,  000 

7, 878, 000 

7,878,000 

7, 878, 000 

-575,000  ... 

. 1 2  3  (350, 000) . . 

200,000 

150,000 

+150, 000 

+150, 000 

-  50,000 

8, 453, 000 

7,878,000 

8, 078, 000 

8, 028,000 

-425, 000 

+150,  000 

-50,  000 

.  35, 238, 696 

35, 238, 696 

35, 238, 696 

35,238,696  ... 

. . . . .  100,000  +100,000  +100,000  +100,000 

123,532,907  515,197,727  446,688,727  ‘-293,820,180  +323,155,820  -68,509,000 


1  Consideration  postponed  until  next  January. 

2  Not  to  exceed  this  amount  of  the  total  repayable  advance. 

‘Estimate  was  included  in  the  Treasury-Post  Office  appropriation  bill,  1969. 


4  It  is  estimated  that  this  will  result  in  a  reduction  of  approximately  $187,500,000  in 
budgeted  1969  expenditures. 
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October  11,  1968 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania. 

(Mr.  BARRETT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me 
say  at  the  outset  that  the  conferees  on 
the  supplemental  appropriation  bill  have 
shown  a  constructive  approach  to  the 
problems  of  our  towns  and  cities  and  of 
our  lower  income  families  by  its  action. 
I  am  sure  we  are  all  pleased  that  some 
funds  are  included  to  inaugurate  the 
homeownership  aid  provision  of  the 
Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of 
1968,  but  as  one  who  worked  all  of  this 
session  of  Congress  in  hammering  out 
that  program,  I  sincerely  feel  that  a 
larger  authorization  is  needed. 

The  original  proposal  was  amended  in 
both  the  House  and  the  Senate  to  pro¬ 
vide  that  interest  subsidies  for  home- 
ownership  could  be  used  for  the  existing 
supply  of  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  hous¬ 
ing,  for  high  priority  categories  such  as 
those  displaced  by  Government  pro¬ 
grams.  Because  of  this  authority  in  the 
law  as  enacted — an  amendment  which 
had  strong  bipartisan  support — the 
homeownership  program  can  go  into 
effect  very  quickly.  Over  and  beyond  that, 
it  is  vitally  important  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  be  in  a  position  to  enter  into  con¬ 
tracts  immediately  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  or  rehabilitation  of  decent  homes 
for  low-income  families  so  that  they  will 
be  available  as  soon  as  possible. 

The  conference  report  also  includes 
funds  for  the  new  program  of  interest 
subsidies  for  rental  and  cooperative 
housing.  Here  again,  I  feel  that  there  is 
an  urgent  need  for  a  larger  figure.  In  the 
basic  authorization,  it  was  made  clear 
that  these  contracts  would  apply  not  only 
to  additional  housing  but  that  it  was  in 
the  interest  of  the  Government  to  trans¬ 
fer  some  projects  now  being  developed 
for  low  income  families  and  for  housing 
for  the  elderly  to  this  new  approach.  By 
doing  so,  we  would  relieve  the  current 
budget  of  the  heavy  impact  of  direct  loan 
programs  and  also  make  it  possible  for 
lower  income  families  and  senior  citizens 
to  have  the  benefit  of  this  housing  since 
the  subsidy  aproach  can  reduce  the  fi¬ 
nancing  costs  to  as  low  as  1  percent  in 
place  of  the  3  percent  that  prevails  on 
direct  loans.  I  believe  it  would  benefit  all 
of  us  to  provide  a  larger  authorization 
for  this  new  program. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  conference  report 
does  include  some  funds  to  enable  the 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  De¬ 
velopment  to  cary  out  its  responsibilities 
under  the  fair  housing  provisions  of  the 
Civil  Rights  Act  of  1968,  but  again,  a 
much  higher  figure  is  needed.  Consider¬ 
ing  the  scope  of  the  Department’s  re¬ 
sponsibilities  and  the  importance  of 
sound  administration  of  this  authority, 
the  full  administration  request  should 
have  been  granted. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  we  are  at  the 
end  of  this  session,  it  is  important  that 
this  bill  be  approved  today  to  get  these 
programs  underway.  Hopefully,  when  the 
new  Congress  meets  next  January,  we 
will  appropriate  the  balance  of  the  funds 
authorized. 


Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  the 
previous  question  on  the  conference 
report. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
conference  report. 

The  question  was  taken,  and  the 
Speaker  announced  that  the  ayes  ap¬ 
peared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  ASHBROOK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ob¬ 
ject  to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present  and  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum  is 
not  present. 

The  Doorkeeper  will  close  the  doors, 
the  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  Mem¬ 
bers,  and  the  Clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  209,  nays  12,  not  voting  210, 
as  follows  : 

[Roll  No.  426] 

YEAS— 209 


Abernethy 

Fraser 

Patten 

Adams 

Frelinghuysen 

Pelly 

Addabbo 

Friedel 

Perkins 

Albert 

Gathings 

Philbin 

Anderson, 

Gettys 

Pike 

Tenn. 

Gibbons 

Pirnie 

Andrews,  Ala. 

Gilbert 

Poage 

Andrews, 

Gonzalez 

Poff 

N.  Dak. 

Griffin 

Price,  HI. 

Barrett 

Griffiths 

Price,  Tex. 

Bates 

Grover 

Pryor 

Betts 

Gubser 

Pucinski 

Biester 

Gude 

Purcell 

Bingham 

Halpern 

Quie 

Boggs 

Hanley 

Railsback 

Boland 

Hansen,  Wash. 

Randall 

Bolling 

Hardy 

Rees 

Bolton 

Harrison 

Reid,  HI. 

Bray 

Hechler,  W.  Va. 

Reid,  N.Y. 

Brinkley 

Horton 

Reuss 

Brotzman 

Hosmer 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Brown,  Mich. 

Hunt 

Riegle 

Brown,  Ohio 

Irwin 

Rivers 

Broyhill,  Va. 

Jarman 

Rodino 

Buchanan 

Joel  son 

Ronan 

Burke,  Mass. 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Rooney,  N.Y. 

Burleson 

Jonas 

Rooney,  Pa. 

Burton,  Utah 

Jones,  Ala. 

Rosenthal 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Karth 

Roth 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Kazen 

Roybal 

Cahill 

King,  N.Y. 

Rumsfeld 

Carey 

Kluczynski 

St.  Onge 

Cederberg 

Kornegay 

Sandman 

Chamberlain 

Laird 

Satterfield 

Clark 

Latta 

Saylor 

Clawson,  Del 

Lennon 

Scherle 

Cleveland 

Lloyd 

Schneebeli 

Cohelan 

Long,  Md. 

Schwengel 

Colmer 

McCloskey 

Scott 

Conable 

McClure 

Shriver 

Conte 

McCulloch 

Skubitz 

Conyers 

McDade 

Slack 

Corbett 

McDonald, 

Smith,  Iowa 

Cramer 

Mich. 

Smith,  N.Y. 

Culver 

McEwen 

Staggers 

Daddario 

McMillan 

Stanton 

Daniels 

MacGregor 

Steiger,  Wis. 

Davis,  Ga. 

Machen 

Stubblefield 

Dawson 

Mahon 

Teague,  Calif. 

de  la  Garza 

Marsh 

Tenzer 

Delaney 

Matsunaga 

Thompson,  Ga. 

Dellenback 

May 

Tiernan 

Dole 

Meskill 

Tuck 

Donohue 

Miller,  Ohio 

Udall 

Dorn 

Mills 

Vanik 

Downing 

Minish 

Waggonner 

Dulski 

Mink 

Wampler 

Duncan 

Mize 

Watson 

Eckhardt 

Monagan 

Watts 

Edmondson 

Moore 

Whalen 

Erlenborn 

Morgan 

Whalley 

Fallon 

Morse,  Mass. 

Whitten 

Feighan 

Morton 

Wilson,  Bob 

Findley 

Murphy,  HI. 

Winn 

Flood 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Wyatt 

Flynt 

Natcher 

Wylie 

Foley 

Nelsen 

Wyman 

Ford,  Gerald  R. 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Yates 

Ford, 

O’Konski 

Young 

William  D. 

O’Neal,  Ga. 

Zablocki 

Fountain 

Passman 

Zwach 

NAYS— 12 


Ashbrook 

Eshleman 

Lipscomb 

Bennett 

Hagan 

Myers 

Davis,  Wis. 

Hutchinson 

Rarick 

Dowdy 

Jones,  Mo. 

Rogers,  Fla. 

NOT  VOTING— 210 

Abbitt 

Goodling 

Nix 

Adair 

Gray 

O'Hara,  HI. 

Anderson,  Ill. 

Green,  Oreg. 

Olsen 

Annunzio 

Green,  Pa. 

O’Neill,  Mass. 

Arends 

Gross 

Ottinger 

Ashley 

Gurney 

Patman 

Ashmore 

Haley 

Pepper 

Aspinall 

Hall 

Pettis 

Ayres 

Halleck 

Pickle 

Baring 

Hamilton 

Podell 

Battin 

Hammer- 

Pollock 

Belcher 

schmidt 

Quillen 

Bell 

Hanna 

Reifel 

Berry 

Hansen,  Idaho 

Reinecke 

Bevill 

Harsha 

Resnick 

Blackburn 

Harvey 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Blanton 

Hathaway 

Roberts 

Blatnik 

Hawkins 

Robison 

Bow 

Hays 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Brademas 

Hebert 

Rostenkowski 

Brasco 

Heckler,  Mass. 

Roudebush 

Brock 

Helstoski 

Roush 

Brooks 

Henderson 

Ruppe 

Broomfield 

Herlong 

Ryan 

Brown,  Calif. 

Hicks 

St  Germain 

Broyhill,  N.C. 

Holifield 

Schadeberg 

Burke,  Fla. 

Howard 

Scheuer 

Burton,  Calif. 

Hull 

Schweiker 

Bush 

Hungate 

Selden 

Button 

Ichord 

Shipley 

Cabell 

Jacobs 

Sikes 

Carter 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Sisk 

Casey 

Jones,  N.C. 

Smith,  Calif. 

Celler 

Karsten 

Smith,  Okla. 

Clancy 

Kastenmeier 

Snyder 

Clausen, 

Kee 

Springer 

Don  H. 

Keith 

Stafford 

Collier 

Kelly 

.  Steed 

Collins 

King,  Calif. 

Steiger,  Ariz. 

Corman 

Kirwan' 

Stephens 

Cowger 

Kleppe 

Stratton 

Cunningham 

Kupferman 

Stuckey 

Curtis 

Kuykendall 

Sullivan 

Denney 

Kyi 

Taft 

Dent 

Kyros 

Talcott 

Derwinski 

Landrum 

Taylor 

Devine 

Langen 

Teague,  Tex. 

Dickinson 

Leggett 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Diggs 

Long,  La. 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Dingell 

Lukens 

Tunney 

Dow 

McCarthy 

Ullman 

Dwyer 

McClory 

Utt 

Edwards,  Ala. 

McFall 

Van  Deerlin 

Edwards,  Calif. 

Macdonald, 

Vander  Jagt 

Edwards,  La. 

Mass. 

Vigorito 

Eilberg 

Madden 

Waldie 

Esch 

Mailliard 

Walker 

Evans,  Colo. 

Martin 

Watkins 

Everett 

Mathias,  Calif. 

White 

Evins,  Tenn. 

Mathias,  Md. 

Whitener 

Farbstein 

Mayne 

Widnall 

Fascell 

Meeds 

Wiggins 

Fino 

Michel 

Williams,  Pa. 

Fisher 

Miller,  Calif. 

Willis 

Fulton,  Pa. 

Minshall 

Wilson, 

Fulton,  Tenn. 

Montgomery 

Charles  H. 

Fuqua 

Moorhead 

Wolff 

Galifianakis 

Morris,  N.  Mex. 

Wright 

Gallagher 

Mosher 

Wydler 

Gardner 

Moss 

Zion 

Garmatz  Nedzi 

Giaimo  Nichols 

So  the  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 
The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

Mr.  O’Neill  of  Massachusetts  with  Mr. 
Arends. 

Mr.  Hebert  with  Mr.  Hall. 

Mr.  Kirwan  with  Mr.  Bow. 

Mr.  Eilberg  with  Mr.  Taft. 

Mr.  Hull  with  Mr.  Mathias  of  California. 
Mr.  Miller  of  California  with  Mr.  Adair. 

Mr.  Blatnik  with  Mr.  Broomfield. 

Mr.  Celler  with  Mr.  Rhodes  of  Arizona. 

Mr.  Garmatz  with  Mr.  Ayres. 

Mr.  Montgomery  with  Mr.  Reifel. 

Mr.  McFall  with  Mr.  Mailliard. 

.  Mr.  Sisk  with  Mr.  Fulton  of  Pennsylvania. 
Mr.  Sikes  with  Mr.  Schadeberg. 

Mr.  Shipley  with  Mr.  Michel. 

Mr.  Wolff  with  Mr.  Ruppe. 

Mr.  Walker  with  Mr.  Quillen. 
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Mr.  Teague  of  Texas  with  Mr.  Smith  of 
California. 

Mr.  Steed  with  Mr.  Springer. 

Mr.  Green  of  Pennsylvania  with  Mr.  Harvey. 
Mr.  Hays  with  Mrs.  Dwyer. 

Mr.  Hungate  with  Mr.  Cunningham. 

Mr.  Stratton  with  Mr.  Mosher. 

Mr.  Brooks  with  Mr.  Gross. 

Mr.  Aspinall  with  Mr.  Collier. 

Mr.  Ashmore  with  Mr.  Reinecke. 

Mr.  Annunzio  with  Mr.  Minshall. 

Mr.  Abbitt  with  Mr.  Brock. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  California  with  Mr.  Don  H. 
Clausen. 

Mr.  Ichord  with  Mr.  Berry. 

Mr.  Jacobs  with  Mr.  Cowger. 

Mr.  Kyros  with  Mr.  Pollock. 

Mr.  Madden  with  Mr.  Widnall. 

Mr.  Morris  of  New  Mexico  with  Mr.  Burke  of 
Florida. 

Mr.  Moss  with  Mr.  Utt. 

Mr.  Nichols  with  Mr.  Broyhill  of  North 
Carolina. 

Mr.  Pepper  with  Mr.  Mathias  of  Maryland. 
Mr.  Macdonald  of  Massachusetts  with  Mr. 
Clancy. 

Mr.  Leggett  with  Mr.  Zion. 

Mr.  Thompson  of  New  Jersey  with  Mr. 
Smith  of  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  Bevill  with  Mr.  Blackburn. 

Mr.  Cabell  with  Mr.  Bush. 

Mr.  Dent  with  Mr.  Watkins. 

Mr.  Evins  of  Tennessee  with  Mr.  Collins. 
Mr.  Fascell  with  Mr.  Williams  of  Pennsyl¬ 
vania. 

Mr.  Farbsteln  with  Mr.  Bell. 

Mr.  Pickle  with  Mr.  Snyder. 

Mr.  Fuqua  with  Mr.  Mayne. 

Mr.  Giaimo  with  Mr.  Devine. 

Mr.  Podell  with  Mr.  Robison. 

Mr.  Roberts  with  Mr.  Edwards  of  Alabama. 
Mr.  Rogers  of  Colorado  with  Mr.  Denney. 
Mr.  Charles  H.  Wilson  with  Mr.  Roude- 
bush. 

Mr.  White  with  Mr.  Esch. 

Mr.  Whitener  with  Mr.  Martin. 

Mr.  Brademas  with  Mr.  Harsha. 

Mr.  Brasco  with  Mr.  Lukens. 

Mr.  Long  of  Louisiana  with  Mr.  Gardner. 
Mr.  Wright  with  Mr.  Kyi. 

Mr.  Nedzi  with  Mr.  Keith. 

Mr.  Rostenkowskl  with  Mr.  Anderson  of 
Illinois. 

Mrs.  Green  of  Oregon  with  Mr.  Kleppe. 
Mr.  Hanna  with  Mr.  Talcott. 

Mr.  Holifield  with  Mr.  Battin. 

Mr.  Howard  with  Mr.  Pettis. 

Mrs.  Sullivan  with  Mr.  Stafford. 

Mr.  Hicks  with  Mr.  Belcher. 

Mr.  Henderson  with  Mr.  Thomson  of 
Wisconsin. 

Mr.  Ottinger  with  Mr.  Derwinski. 

Mr.  Edwards  of  California  with  Mr.  Wig¬ 
gins. 

Mr.  Roush  with  Mr.  Button. 

Mr.  Hamilton  with  Mr.  Hall. 

Mr.  Stuckey  with  Mr.  Gurney. 

Mr.  Hawkins  with  Mr.  Kupferman. 

Mr.  Nix  with  Mr.  Schweiker. 

Mr.  Edwards  of  Louisiana  with  Mr.  Dickin¬ 
son. 

Mr.  Evans  of  Colorado  with  Mr.  Carter. 

Mr.  Vigorito  with  Mr.  McClory. 

Mr.  Jones  of  North  Carolina  with  Mr. 
Curtis. 

Mr.  Kee  with  Mr.  Fino. 

Mr.  Meeds  with  Mr.  Hammerschmidt. 

Mr.  Olsen  with  Mr.  Hansen  of  Idaho. 

Mr.  St  Germain  with  Mr.  Wydler. 

Mr.  Hathaway  with  Mr.  Vander  Jagt. 

Mr.  Haley  with  Mr.  Steiger  of  Arizona. 

Mr.  Fulton  of  Tennessee  with  Mr.  Langen. 
Mr.  Fisher  with  Mr.  Kuykendall. 

Mr.  Dingell  with  Mrs.  Heckler  of  Massa¬ 
chusetts. 

Mr.  Corman  with  Mr.  Goodling. 

Mr.  Moorhead  with  Mr.  Dow. 

Mr.  Burton  of  California  with  Mr.  Diggs. 

Mr.  King  of  California  with  Mr.  Karsten. 

Mr.  Tunney  with  Mr.  Gallagher. 


Mr.  Galifianakis  with  Mr.  Gray. 

Mr.  Van  Deerlin  with  Mr.  O’Hara  of  Illinois. 

Mr.  Ullman  with  Mr.  Resnick. 

Mr.  Ryan  with  Mr.  Helstoski. 

Mr.  Baring  with  Mr.  Blanton. 

Mr.  Brown  of  California  with  Mr.  Casey. 

Mr.  Everett  wtih  Mr.  Stuckey. 

Mr.  Scheuer  with  Mr.  Selden. 

Mr.  Patman  with  Mr.  Landrum. 

Mr.  Kastenmeier  with  Mr.  Willis. 

Mr.  McCarthy  with  Mr.  Ashley. 

Messrs.  HAGAN  and  DOWDY  changed 
their  votes  from  “yea”  to  nay.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  doors  were  opened. 

AMENDMENTS  IN  DISAGREEMENT 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  first  amendment  in  disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  11:  On  page  6,  line 
7,  insert  the  following: 

“CHAPTER  IH 

“Foreign  Assistance  Funds  Appropriated  to 
the  President 
“military  assistance 

“Foreign  Military  Credit  Sales 

“For  expenses  of  financing  sales  of  de¬ 
fense  articles  and  defense  services,  as  au¬ 
thorized  by  law,  $296,000,000,  to  remain 
available  until  expended.” 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  MAHON 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Mahon  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  11  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  Delete  the 
following:  to  remain  available  until  ex¬ 

pended”. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  in  disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  15:  On  page  7,  line 
17,  insert  the  following: 

“ALLOWANCES  AND  OFFICE  FACILITIES  FOR 
FORMER  PRESIDENTS 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘Allowances 
and  Office  Facilities  for  Former  Presidents,’ 
$40,000,  and  funds  appropriated  under  this 
head  shall  be  available  hereafter  for  travel 
and  related  expenses  of  former  Presidents 
and  not  to  exceed  two  members  of  their 
staffs.” 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  MAHON 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Mahon  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  15  and  concur  therein. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  in  disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  27:  On  page  10, 
line  27,  insert  the  following: 

“Sec.  402.  Reorganization  Plan  Numbered 
1  of  1958,  as  amended,  is  further  amended  by 
striking  out  ‘Office  of  Emergency  Planning’ 
wherever  appearing  therein  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  ‘Office  of  Emergency  Prepared¬ 
ness.’  Any  reference  in  any  other  law  to  the 
Office  of  Emergency  Planning  shall,  after  the 
date  of  this  Act,  be  deemed  to  refer  to  the 
Office  of  Emergency  Preparedness.” 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  MAHON 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion. 
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The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Mahon  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  27  and  concur  therein. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  in  disagreement. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  28:  On  page  11,  line 
3,  insert  the  following: 

“Sec.  403.  Section  408(e)  (1)  (A)  (iv)  of  the 
National  Housing  Act,  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  striking  the  phrase  ‘the  control 
of  any  such  institution’  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following:  ‘except  that  the  Cor¬ 
poration  may  upon  application  by  such  com¬ 
pany  extend  such  one-year  period  from  year 
to  year,  for  an  additional  period  not  exceed¬ 
ing  three  years,  if  the  Corporation  finds  such 
extension  is  warranted  and  shall  not  be 
detrimental  to  the  public  interest’.” 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  MAHON 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Mahon  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  28  and  concur  therein. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  in  disagreement. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  40:  On  page  13, 
line  7,  insert  the  following: 

“ELEMENTARY  AND  SECONDARY  EDUCATIONAL 
ACTIVITIES 

“HIGHER  EDUCATIONAL  ACTIVITIES 

“Appropriations  for  ‘Elementary  and  sec¬ 
ondary  educational  activities’  and  ‘Higher 
educational  activities,’  for  the  fiscal  year 
1969,  shall  be  available  in  an  amount  not  to 
exceed  $3,000,000  for  necessary  expenses  for 
planning  the  implementation  of  new  and  ex¬ 
panded  programs  of  the  Office  of  Education 
under  legislation  enacted  during  the  second 
session  of  the  90th  Congress,  to  be  derived 
from  funds  available  for  the  purposes  of 
Title  III,  Elementary  and  Secondary  Educa¬ 
tion  Act,  as  amended.” 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  MAHON 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Mahon  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  40  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  inserted  by  said  amendment  in¬ 
sert  the  following: 

“ELEMENTARY  AND  SECONDARY  EDUCATIONAL 
ACTIVITIES 

“There  shall  be  available  in  an  amount 
not  to  exceed  $1,000,000  for  necessary  ex¬ 
penses  for  planning  and  implementation  of 
the  Handicapped  Children’s  Early  Education 
Assistance  Act,  P.L.  90-538,  to  be  derived 
from  funds  available  for  the  purposes  of  title 
III,  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education 
Act,  as  amended.” 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  in  disagreement. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  45:  On  page  14, 
line  21,  insert: 

“Salaries,  Officers  and  Employees 

“OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  office  of  the 
Secretary,  $16,570:  Provided,  That  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  employ  a  Curator  of  Art  and  Antiq¬ 
uities  at  not  to  exceed  $22,089  per  annum.” 
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MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  MAHON 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Mahon  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  45  and  concur  therein. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  in  disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Senate  amendment  No.  50,  on  page  50,  line 
1,  insert: 

“DEPARTMENT  OP  THE  INTERIOR 
“Bureau  of  Reclamation 

“UPPER  COLORADO  RIVER  STORAGE  PROJECT 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  the  ‘Upper 
Colorado  River  Storage  Project’  for  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Basin  Fund,  $2,700,000,  to  re¬ 
main  available  until  expended.” 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  MAHON 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Mahon  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  50  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of  the 
matter  inserted  by  said  amendment  insert 
the  following: 

"DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
“Bureau  of  Reclamation 

“UPPER  COLORADO  BIVER  STORAGE  PROJECT 

“For  an  additional  amount'for  the  ‘Upper 
Colorado  River  Storage  Project’  for  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Basin  Fund,  $2,200,000,  to  re¬ 
main  available  until  expended,  together  with 
$500,000  to  be  derived  by  transfer  to  the 
Fund  from  funds  available  under  section  8 
of  the  Act  of  April  11,  1956.” 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  in  disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Senate  amendment  No.  65,  on  page  21, 
line  1  insert: 

“UNITED  STATES  SECRET  SERVICE 

“Section  3056  of  title  18,  United  States 
Code  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  second 
clause  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  ‘protect  the  person  of  a  former  Presi¬ 
dent  and  his  wife  during  his  lifetime,  the 
person  of  the  widow  of  a  former  President 
until  her  death  or  remarriage,  and  minor 
children  of  a  former  President  until  they 
reach  sixteen  years  of  age,  unless  such  protec¬ 
tion  is  declined’.” 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  MAHON 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Mahon  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  65  and  concur  therein. 

Mrs.  MAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  yield  to  the  gentlewom¬ 
an  from  Washington. 

Mrs.  MAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding. 

I  wanted  to  ask  the  distinguished 
chairman  concerning  some  language  that 
the  Senate  had  put  in  the  supplemental 
bill,  and  which  was  not  kept  in  in  con¬ 
ference,  concerning  the  protection  of  the 
Marmes  site,  which  is  a  rich  archeolog¬ 
ical  site  in  my  congressional  district  in 
the  State  of  Washington.  The  language 
was  to  allow  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to 
build  a  levee  so  the  area  would  not  be 


flooded  by  the  pool  raising  on  the  lower 
monumental  dam. 

I  contacted  the  gentleman  from 
Texas,  the  chairman  of  the  committee, 
before  the  conference,  and  I  wonder  if 
the  gentleman,  for  the  Record,  could  give 
us  some  lead  as  to  why  that  language  was 
not  accepted  by  the  House  conferees? 

Mr.  MAHON.  By  way  of  background,  I 
would  say  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Washington  that  she  mentioned  this 
matter  to  me  several  days  ago,  and  I  told 
her  that  I  was  impressed  with  her  very 
persuasive  argument  in  favor  of  the 
amendment.  I  would  state,  however,  that 
no  budget  estimate  was  submitted  for  the 
item  and  it  was  turned  down  when  it 
came  up  for  consideration  before  the 
Senate  committee.  Although  it  was  ac¬ 
cepted  as  a  floor  amendment  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  it  was  with  a  statement  that  it  was 
unbudgeted  and  would  have  rough  sled¬ 
ding  in  conference.  And  it  developed  that 
the  Subcommittee  on  Public  Works, 
headed  by  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Kirwan]  had  been  working  with  this 
particular  problem  for  some  time,  but 
had  failed  to  obtain  a  favorable  recom¬ 
mendation  for  the  expenditure  from  the 
agencies  involved. 

In  conference  the  situation  was  such 
that  there  was  not  a  majority  who  were 
willing  to  agree  with  the  position  of  the 
gentlewoman  from  Washington,  [Mrs. 
May],  Her  wishes  were  discussed,  and 
certainly  there  was  concern  on  my  part, 
but  it  was  decided  under  all  the  circum¬ 
stances  that  it  would  be  inappropriate 
to  authorize  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to 
make  such  a  large  expenditure  for  this 
purpose.  It  was  not  a  budgeted  item, 
nor  was  there  a  recommendation  for  it 
from  the  responsible  parties  in  the  ad¬ 
ministration,  so  was  not  included  in  the 
conference  report. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  just  like  to  say 
that  in  the  conference  there  was  a  let¬ 
ter  from  the  Corps  of  Engineers  that  was 
discussed  at  some  length.  I  have  had  an 
opportunity  to  talk  with  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  Washington  subsequent  to 
the  conference,  and  the  gentlewoman 
believes  that  the  information  contained 
in  that  letter  is  in  error. 

I  believe,  in  fairness,  that  it  should  be 
read  to  the  gentlewoman  and  put  in  the 
Record  at  this  point  because  it  did  have 
some  bearing  on  the  Senate  receding. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Boland]  to  reply  to  the  question. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Wisconsin  indicated,  there 
was  an  exchange  of  letters  between  Gen¬ 
eral  Cassidy  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
to  Mr.  George  Hartzog,  Director  of  the 
National  Park  Service  which  I  will  in¬ 
clude  in  the  Record.  I  do  not  believe  the 
information  referred  to  was  in  error. 

However,  I  believe  that  there  is  a  mis¬ 
understanding  as  to  how  the  question 
arose  concerning  possible  fish  losses  in 
connection  with  the  conference  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  proposed  permanent  dike 
to  permit  the  archeological  investigation 


to  continue.  The  National  Park  Service, 
which  is  responsible  for  archeological  in¬ 
vestigations  in  the  Federal  Government, 
had  advised  that  it  was  not  in  a  position 
to  recommend  such  a  dike,  which  would 
cost  $1,500,000,  without  an  appropriate 
study  which  could  not  be  undertaken 
until  next  fiscal  year  an  would  require 
6  months  to  complete.  The  House  con¬ 
ferees  did  not  feel  that  such  a  large  ex¬ 
penditure  should  be  approved  WWhout 
at  least  a  recommendation  from  the  rec¬ 
ognized  authority  in  this  field  that  the 
dike  was  essential  and  constituted  a 
proper  use  of  Federal  funds.  The  ques¬ 
tion  then  arose  as  to  whether  it  might 
be  possible  to  delay  raising  the  pool  to 
await  the  results  of  such  a  study.  The 
Corps  of  Engineers  had  stated,  however, 
in  the  letter  referred  to  that  to  delay 
raising  the  pool  beyond  the  scheduled 
date  of  March  1969  would  cause  a  loss 
of  the  spring  salmon  run  and  a  loss  of 
$4  million  to  commercial  fisheries  as  the 
lock  and  dams  involved  in  the  project 
are  scheduled  to  accommodate  the  im¬ 
portant  runs  of  salmon  and  steelhead. 

In  summary,  the  House  conferees  were 
faced  with  a  situation  that  a  decision 
had  to  be  made  at  this  time  as  to  whether 
such  a  permanent  dike  would  be  con¬ 
structed  because  of  the  leadtime  re¬ 
quired  to  have  it  completed  prior  to  the 
raising  of  the  reservoir  pool  in  March 
of  1969.  However,  there  was  no  evidence 
that  the  dike  was  warranted  nor  had  it 
been  recommended  by  the  administra¬ 
tion.  The  proposed  dike  was  without  leg¬ 
islative  authority  and  no  budget  esti¬ 
mate  was  submitted  to  fund  its  construc¬ 
tion.  The  House  conferees  also  was  con¬ 
cerned  that  if  it  was  to  be  constructed 
by  the  corps  with  available  funds,  as 
proposed  in  the  Senate  amendment, 
that  it  could  be  accomplished  only  by 
diverting  funds  from  other  projects  un¬ 
der  construction  which  are  already  crit¬ 
ically  underfinanced  compared  with  the 
amount  needed  to  meet  contractors’ 
earnings  during  the  remainder  of  the 
current  year.  The  House  conferees  felt, 
therefore,  that  they  had  no  alternative  in 
the  light  of  the  facts  but  to  insist  that  the 
item  not  be  approved  in  this  bill. 

Attached  is  the  recent  exchange  of 
letters  between  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
and  the  National  Park  Service  which  I 
believe  fully  outline  the  background  and 
current  status  of  the  question: 

October  1,  1968. 
Hon.  George  B.  Hartzog,  Jr., 

Director,  National  Park  Service, 

Department  of  the  Interior, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Hartzog:  Reference  is  made  to 
Brigadier  General  Charles  C.  Noble’s  letter  to 
you  of  10  September  1968  concerning  possible 
protection  of  the  Marmes  Rock  Shelter  area 
on  the  Palouse  River  in  the  pool  area  of  the 
Lower  Monumental  Rock  and  Dam  Project, 
Washington. 

Further  studies  since  10  September  have 
established  that  the  latest  possible  contract 
award  date  for  construction  of  the  levee  to 
protect  the  Marmes  Rock  Shelter  is  10  Octo¬ 
ber  1968.  These  studies  have  resulted  in  a 
further  revision  of  the  estimated  cost  of  the 
levee  and  pumping  installation  to  a  total  of 
$1,500,000  plus  $20,000  per  year  for  pumping 
costs. 

.  Construction  of  the  Lower  Monumental 
Lock  and  Dam  has  progressed  to  the  point 
that  the  pool  must  be  raised  when  high 
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flows  occur  on  tlie  Snake  River.  Also,  con¬ 
struction  of  the  locks  and  dams  on  the  Snake 
River  are  scheduled  to  accommodate  the  Im¬ 
portant  fish  runs  of  salmon  and  steelhead. 
The  date  of  10  October  for  awarding  a  con¬ 
struction  contract  takes  these  fish  runs  into 
consideration.  Failure  to  complete  the  work 
by  28  February  to  permit  raising  the  pool  in 
March  could  cause  loss  of  the  spring  salmon 
run  and  a  loss  of  $4,000,000  to  commercial 
fisheries.  In  addition,  failure  to  raise  the 
pool  prior  to  high  flows  would  cause  heavy 
damages  to  railroad  relocation  fills  because 
of  higher  velocities  and  this,  in  turn,  might 
cause  further  delay  of  completion  of  the 
project. 

In  view  of  the  above,  the  decision  must  be 
made  by  8  October  as  to  whether  or  not  a 
permanent  levee  will  he  built  to  protect  the 
Marmes  Rock  Shelter  area.  The  lead  time  be¬ 
tween  8  and  10  October  is  the  minimum  re¬ 
quired  to  negotiate  and  award  a  contract. 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  currently  has  no 
authority  to  construct  the  levee  and  pump¬ 
ing  station  at  Marmes  Rock  Shelter.  Your 
views  are  requested  by  8  October  as  to  wheth¬ 
er  such  protection  should  be  built,  and,  if 
so,  what  would  be  the  appropriate  authority 
and  method  of  funding  such  construction. 

Sincerely  yours, 

William  F.  Cassidy, 
Lieutenant  General,  USA,  Chief  of 
Engineers. 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior, 

National  Park  Service, 

Washington ,  D.C.,  October  3, 1968. 

L58-DAL. 

Lt.  Gen.  William  F.  Cassidy,  USA, 

Chief  of  Engineers, 

Department  of  the  Army, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  General  Cassidy:  Reference  is  made 
to  your  letter  of  October  1,  1968,  amplifying 
General  Noble’s  letter  of  September  10,  1968, 
concerning  the  construction  of  a  permanent 
dike  for  the  preservation  of  Marmes  Rock- 
shelter  and  the  National  Park  Service’s  in¬ 
terest  in  its  possible  inclusion  in  the  National 
Park  System. 

To  review,  briefly,  our  interest  in  this  mat¬ 
ter  to  date,  the  National  Park  Service,  through 
its  administration  of  the  Inter-Agency 
Archeological  Salvage  program,  supported  the 
Washington  State  University’s  archeological 
investigations  in  the  Lower  Monumental 
Reservoir  and  Marmes  Rockshelter  from  1962 
through  1964.  Geological  studies  of  the  rock- 
shelter  and  its  deposits  were  also  carried 
out  simultaneously  by  the  University  under 
a  grant  from  the  National  Science  Founda¬ 
tion.  The  scientific  significance  of  the  rock- 
shelter,  a  sequence  of  past  human  occupa¬ 
tion  and  climatic  changes  in  the  Columbia 
Plateau  of  Washington  extending  over  nearly 
10,000  years,  was  recognized  in  1964  as  having 
national  significance  under  the  provisions  of 
the  Historic  Sites  Act,  49  Stat.  666.  At  that 
time  the  Advisory  Board  on  National  Parks, 
Historic  Sites,  Buildings  and  Monuments 
remommended  to  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  be  en¬ 
couraged  to  provide  protection  for  the  site 
from  the  high  waters  of  the  reservoir.  Marmes 
Rockshelter  was  formally  dedicated  as  a 
Registered  National  Historic  Landmark  in 
June  1967. 

Important  discoveries  made  in  the  summer 
of  1965  and  further  checked  during  the  next 
two  summers  not  only  confirmed  the  signifi¬ 
cance  of  the  site,  but  also  uncovered  frag¬ 
mentary  remains  of  human  skeletal  material 
which  were  evidently  11,000  or  more  years  old. 
At  the  request  of  Dr.  Daugherty  in  the  earlier 
part  of  1968,  the  National  Park  Service  was 
pleased  to  support  him  in  this  request  to 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  for  an  additional 
$70,000  to  continue  excavations  in  the  rock¬ 
shelter  for  additional  human  skeletal  materi¬ 
als,  cultural  and  geologic  evidence  before 
the  shelter  is  flooded.  Again  in  August,  we 


supported  his  further  request  for  an  addi¬ 
tional  $50,000. 

In  addition  to  the  cultural  remains,  the 
archeological  excavations  conducted  since 
1964  have  recovered  a  wealth  of  scientific  in¬ 
formation  relating  to  the  fields  of  zoology, 
geology,  botany,  and  biology  wherein  the 
stratigraphic  remains  exhibit  the  chronology 
of  changes  and  developments  in  the  flora 
and  fauna  of  this  region  over  a  period  of  time 
longer  than  the  human  habitation.  Nowhere 
else  in  this  part  of  Southeastern  Washing¬ 
ton  is  such  a  clear  record  known. 

You  asked  whether  we  desire  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  a  permanent  dike  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1,500,000,  assuming  the  Mannas 
Rockshelter  area  is  to  be  included  in  a  na¬ 
tional  park.  We  cannot  at  this  time  advise 
you  whether  this  area  should  be  made  a  part 
of  the  National  Park  System.  To  determine 
this  would  take  more  time  than  is  available 
before  the  scheduled  flooding  of  the  area. 
While  national  significance  has  been  deter¬ 
mined,  it  will  also"  be  necessary  for  us  to 
ascertain  if  the  area  would  be  suitable  and 
feasible  for  establishment  as  an  area  to  be 
administered  by  the  National  Park  Service. 
Such  a  study  is  estimated  to  cost  $4,500.  All 
of  our  funds  for  the  1969  fiscal  year  for 
such  studies  have  now  been  programed. 
Therefore,  the  earliest  that  such  a  study  could 
be  programed  would  be  the  1970  fiscal  year, 
beginning  July  1,  1969,  assuming  an  ade¬ 
quate  funding  and  staffing  program.  It  is 
our  judgment  that  a  period  of  6  months 
would  be  required  to  perform  the  study. 

Of  course,  we  do  not  know  at  this  time 
what  findings  and  recommendations  the 
study  might  produce.  In  the  event  the  report 
is  favorable,  it  would  then  be  necessary  to 
obtain  congressional  approval  and  perhaps 
legislation  to  include  the  area  in  the  Na¬ 
tional  Park  System.  In  these  uncertain  cir¬ 
cumstances,  we  cannot  recommend  to  you 
the  construction  of  a  permanent  dike. 

General  Noble’s  letter  offers  the  possibility, 
however,  of  a  temporary  dike.  This  Service  is 
without  authority  or  funds  to  construct  such 
a  dike.  If  the  Corps  of  Engineers  is  authorized 
to  proceed  with  a  temporary  dike,  this  course 
of  action  would  allow  sufficient  time  for  Dr. 
Daugherty  to  close  down  his  current  studies 
in  a  manner  that  would  enable  some  of  the 
site  to  be  preserved  as  an  in  situ  exhibit  in 
the  event  the  area  is  placed  In  the  Park  Sys¬ 
tem.  Also,  in  the  event,  the  suitability-feasi¬ 
bility  study  should  be  unfavorable,  erection 
of  the  temporary  dike  would  forestall  flood¬ 
ing  of  the  site  until  Dr.  Daugherty  has  com¬ 
pleted  his  salvage  operations  with  whatever 
funds  he  may  have  available. 

We  understand  your  interest  in  this  matter 
and  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  express 
our  views. 

Sincerely  yours, 

George  B.  Hartzog,  Jr., 

Director. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to 
the  gentlewoman  from  Washington  [Mrs. 
May], 

Mrs.  MAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not  want 
to  take  up  the  time  of  this  body,  but  I 
think  it  is  very  important  that  the  Rec- 
ord-  show  that  this  morning,  after  the 
action  of  the  conferees,  I  was  in  touch 
with  Colonel  Meanor,  Jr.  of  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  and  it  was  indicated  very 
clearly  to  Mr.  Hartzog  that  as  soon  as 
this  language  got  in  and  the  President 
signed  the  bill,  assuming  it  would  be  next 
week,  they  would  have  the  authority  to 
start  immediate  construction  on  this 
protective  levee,  and  they  so  informed 
the  fish  and  wildlife  people  that  there 
would  be  absolutely  no  harm  to  the  fish. 

I  was  in  touch  with  Mr.  Clarence 
Pautzke  of  Fish  and  Wildlife.  He  agreed 
that  there  would  be  no  damage  to  fish  if 


the  levee  were  constructed  by  February 
28.  The  Corps  has  said  it  would  be  quite 
capable  of  completing  this  protection  by 
that  time. 

I  am  sorry  that  this  information  was 
not  before  the  conferees  this  morning. 

I  would  also  like  to  point  out  to  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  that  it  is 
right,  surely,  that  this  money  of  course 
would  have  to  be  replaced  from  some¬ 
place  else  down  the  line.  But  Senator 
Magnuson,  the  gentleman  from  Wash¬ 
ington  in  the  other  body,  had  ok’d  the 
language  and  said  th^  Corps  was  able  to 
transfer  from  existing  funds  for  this 
project,  the  $1.2  million  or  the  $1.5  mil¬ 
lion  that  was  necessary  to  protect  this 
very  important  archeological  site. 

I  realize  that  this  is  water  under  the 
bridge  now  and  it  is  an  academic  ques¬ 
tion.  But  I  do  thank  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  and  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon¬ 
sin,  and  other  Members  for  trying  to 
protect  my  position  and  the  district  in 
this. 

But  I  think  the  Record  should  show 
that  it  was  never  a  matter  of  choosing  a 
levee  versus  harm  to  the  fish  because 
there  was  never  any  danger  to  the  fish 
development  in  this  area,  and  this  has 
been  so  testified  to  by  the  Commissioner 
of  Fish  and  Wildlife  and  the  Corps  of 
Engineers. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  mem¬ 
bership  should  know  that  basically  what 
we  have  been  discussing  is  not  presently 
before  us  in  this  conference  report,  but 
I  did  want  the  gentlewoman  to  have  full 
opportunity  to  speak  on  this  at  this  time. 

Mrs.  MAY.  I  appreciate  that  very 
much. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  the 
previous  question  on  the  motion. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  in  disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  71:  Page  24,  line 
10,  insert  the  following: 

“Sec.  1303.  Section  307  of  the  Independent 
Offices  and  Department  of  Housing  and 
Urban  Development  Appropriation  Act,  1969, 
is  amended  by  striking  out  ‘National  Council 
on  Indian  Opportunity,  $100,000’  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  lieu  thereof  ‘National  Council  on  In¬ 
dian  Opportunity,  $275,000’.” 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  MAHON 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Mahon  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  71  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  proposed  by  said  amendment, 
insert: 

“Independent  Office 

“NATIONAL  COUNCIL  ON  INDIAN  OPPORTUNITY 

“Salaries  and  expenses 

“For  expenses  necessary  for  the  National 
Council  on  Indian  Opportunity,  including 
services  as  authorized  by  5  U.S.C.  3109,  $100,- 
000,  which  shall  be  in  addition  to  the  amount 
authorized  by  Public  Law  90-550.” 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  votes  by  which 
action  was  taken  on  the  conference  re¬ 
port  and  on  the  several  motions  was  laid 
on  the  table. 
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There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
considered,  ordered  to  a  third  reading, 
xead  the  third  time,  and  passed. 

W.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
moVe  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
bill  was  passed. 

Mr  .'HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  lay  tlsuit  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to.  \ 


SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATION 
BILL,  1969— CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit  a  report  of  the  committee  of  confer¬ 
ence  qn  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.R.  20300)  making  supple¬ 
mental  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  for  the 
present  consideration  of  the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re¬ 
port  will  be  read  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  today,  October  11,  1968.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  there 
has  been  great  cooperation  in  the  com¬ 
pletion  of  this  bill.  I  reported  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate  yesterday,  when  the  bill  was  passed, 
that  the  work  of  holding  the  hearings  was 
divided  six  ways  so  that,  day  before  yes¬ 
terday,  a  complete  hearing  on  all  items  in 
the  bill  could  be  held,  as  it  was  held. 

I  again  express  my  appreciation  to 
Senators  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  for 
their  cooperation  in  completing  those 
hearings. 

The  same  situation  of  cooperation  was 
true,  Mr.  President,  with  reference  to  the 
conference,  on  which  there  were  71 
amendments  to  be  considered,  which 
were  disposed  of  in  less  than  2  hours  this 
morning  by  extremely  cooperative  efforts 
on  the  part  of  the  conferees  of  both 
bodies.  The  bill  has  now  passed  the  House 
of  Representatives  in  conference  form, 
and  is  over  here.  There  is  a  conference 
report  to  be  approved,  and  then  four 
amendments  in  technical  disagreement 
to  be  considered. 

The  bill  as  passed  by  the  House  was  in 
the  amount  of  $123,532,907.  Supple¬ 
mental  budget  estimates  were  submitted 
to  the  Senate  and  the  Senate  committee 
considered  $470,179,000  in  excess  of  the 
budget  estimates  considered  by  the 
House.  The  bill  passed  the  Senate  recom¬ 
mending  appropriations  of  $515,197,727. 
The  final  amount  recommended  by  the 
conference  committee  is  $446,688,727, 
which  is  $294,170,180  below  the  Senate 
budget  estimate. 

Mr.  President,  without  attempting  to 
go  into  the  many  items  in  this  bill,  I  have 
made  this  general  report.  I  see  in  the 
Chamber  several  of  the  conferees  who 
were  present  for  the  conference,  and 
they  may,  of  course,  wish  to  be  heard  on 
some  aspects  of  the  matter,  or  there  may 
be  other  Senators  who  have  questions. 
I  prefer  for  us  to  handle  the  matter  in 


that  way,  rather  than  attempt  to  go 
through  all  the  items  in  the  bill. 

I  ask  that  the  conference  report  be 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
say,  speaking  for  the  minority,  the  Re- 
i-publican  members  on  the  Senate  side 
of  the  conference  attended  the  meetings 
and  participated  in  the  discussions  and 
the  compromises,  and  signed  the  con¬ 
ference  report. 

I  think  it  only  fair  to  say  that  we  could 
probably  allude  to  this  result  as  the  prod¬ 
uct  of  unhappy  unanimity.  Everyone 
was  a  little  bit  disappointed  with  what 
occurred;  some  wanted  more,  some 
wanted  less.  It  was  late  in  the  session. 
There  is  an  unfortunate  tendency  deveK 
oping  increasingly,  it  seems  to  me,  at  the 
other  end  of  Pennsylvania  Avenue,  to 
send  up  requests  for  supplemental  items 
pretty  late  in  the  session.  In  many  of 
those  areas,  we  tried  to  reduce  the 
amount  to  be  made  available  to  the  abso¬ 
lute  minimum.  Some  of  them  we  rejected 
altogether.  Some  were  funded  more  or 
less  in  conformity  with  the  requests  from 
the  administration. 

I  can  only  make  again,  in  supporting 
the  conference  report,  the  statement  I 
made  about  a  year  ago  that  I  hope  that 
hereafter  the  administration — and  we 
are  going  to  have  a  new  one  of  some  kind 
or  other,  certainly,  next  January — will 
realize  that  there  is  a  growing  tendency 
on  the  part  of  Appropriations  Committee 
members  to  look  with  jaundiced  eye  on 
the  supplemental  requests  which  come  in 
late  in  the  session,  only  a  month  or  two 
before  we  reconvene  in  a  new  session  of 
Congress,  and  that  a  real,  diligent  effort 
might  well  be  exercised  in  the  future  to 
limit  such  requests  to  bare  necessities,  to 
deficiencies,  or  to  those  items  of  great 
urgency,  because  you  just  cannot,  and 
we  did  not,  in  such  a  short  time  give 
the  attention  which  should  be  devoted 
to  many  of  the  items  in  this  supplemental 
bill.  It  is  nobody’s  fault  in  Congress;  we 
just  did  not  have  the  time.  We  could 
have  a  more  prudent  management  of  the 
Federal  budget,  certainly,  if  fewer  items 
were  sent  up  to  us  for  consideration  in 
these  last-minute  supplemental  bills. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  cer¬ 
tainly  agree  with  the  distinguished 
Senator  that  there  is  too  much  bringing 
in  of  late  items  in  this  last  supplemental 
bill.  It  seems  to  me  that  most  of  them, 
however,  were  the  result  of  late  passage 
of  the  authorizing  legislation.  For  in¬ 
stance,  the  largest  item  in  this  bill,  of 
$296  million,  results  from  the  passage 
just  a  few  days  ago,  by  both  Houses,  of 
the  foreign  military  credit  sales  bill. 
The  security  of  our  country  and  the  im¬ 
provement  of  our  balance-of-payments 
situation  are  both  involved  in  that  ques¬ 
tion,  and  there  was  no  battle  between 
conferees  on  such  a  bill  as  that;  yet  it 
is  unfortunate  that  the  authorizing  legis¬ 
lation  is  so  frequently  held  up  until  the 
last  days  of  the  session  in  important 
matters. 

I  yield  again  to  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota. 


Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  it  should 
be  said  about  that  last  item,  however, 
that  this,  in  essence,  is  not  strictly  an  ex¬ 
penditure,  because  they  are  going  to  sell 
materiel,  and  the  money  should  be  re¬ 
covered;  and  if  those  who  manage  the 
sales  are  diligent  and  careful,  there 
should  not  be  any  loss  to  the  taxpayers 
in  this  particular  area  of  the  supple¬ 
mental  bill. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator,  of  course, 
is  correct,  and  that  is  the  reason  I  say 
that  the  improvement  of  our  balance- 
of-payments  situation  is  involved  here. 
I  simply  cite  that  as  one  instance  of 
very  important  legislation  passed  with¬ 
in  the  last  few  days — some  within  the 
last  few  hours — before  this  supplemental 
appropriation  bill  was  passed.  This  is 
not  at  all  to  depart  from  the  text  of  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota.  I  strongly 
feel  that  there  are  too  many  of  these  late 
items,  which  come  in  for  quick  con¬ 
sideration. 

I  think  the  best  consideration  of  the 
items  in  the  final  supplemental  bill  that 
has  been  given  by  the  Senate  committee 
in  recent  years  was  given  this  time,  by 
reason  of  the  cooperation  of  Senators 
on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  in  having  some 
six  hearings  going  on  at  the  same  time 
day  before  yesterday,  to  explore  into  all 
these  items.  Some  of  them  we  did  not 
grant,  as  the  Senator  will  remember. 
One  for  $160  million  was  stricken  out  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  yesterday,  under 
direction  of  the  committee  that  it  be  de¬ 
leted  in  the  event  the  authorization  bill 
had  not  been  approved. 

So  the  committee  has  been  watching 
these  things  very  carefully,  and  I  think 
was  able  to  give  very  diligent  considera¬ 
tion  to  these  matters  this  year. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  willing  to  answer 
any  questions. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  comment  on  several  important 
amendments  added  by  the  Senate  to  this 
bill. 

This  bill  provides  supplemental  appro¬ 
priation  of  $748,000  for  the  National 
Archives  and  Records  Service  of  the 
General  Services  Administration  for  use 
of  Presidential  libraries. 

The  six  Presidential  libraries — with 
the  papers  and  documents  of  Presidents 
Hoover,  Roosevelt,  Truman,  Eisenhower, 
Kennedy,  and  Johnson — are  priceless 
historic  gifts  for  the  American  people. 
The  Presidential  documents  and  the 
buildings  housing  the  libraries  were  do¬ 
nated  for  use  by  the  Government — not 
built  with  Federal  tax  dollars.  It  would 
be  foolish  not  to  provide  adequate  funds 
to  insure  the  proper  and  rapid  collec¬ 
tion,  cataloging,  and  preservation  of 
these  documents. 

This  supplemental  need  reflects  the 
rapid  growth  of  this  activity.  The  six 
libraries  already  have  approximately  75 
million  pages  of  manuscript.  In  addition, 
there  are  motion  pictures,  photographs, 
and  oral  histories  being  assembled  for 
each  administration.  Microfilming  and 
reproduction  of  documents  is  continuing 
at  a  more  rapid  pace.  Last  year  over  half 
a  million  Americans  visited  museums 
maintained  in  connection  with  four  of 
the  libraries. 
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The  library  workload  continues  to 
grow  for  the  papers  of  living  former 
Presidents.  President  Truman  still  re¬ 
ceives  substantial  mail.  President  Eisen¬ 
hower  received  more  than  42,000  letters 
in  1967.  We  are  told  President  Johnson 
will  probably  receive  more  than  100,000 
letters  the  first  year  he  leaves  office. 

The  processing  of  these  Presidential 
papers  and  correspondence  could  not  pos¬ 
sibly  be  carried  out  by  the  personal  staff 
of  former  Presidents.  They  receive  only 
$80,000  annually  for  all  staff  purposes — 
including  processing  of  mail.  Conse¬ 
quently,  library  staff  must  be  available 
to  work  with  them  so  that  these  historic 
papers  are  not  lost  or  mishandled. 

The  $748,000  will  be  divided  among  the 
six  libraries  on  the  basis  of  specific  needs 
for  additional  personnel  and  other  serv¬ 
ices  during  the  remainder  of  fiscal  year 
1969.  GSA  has  made  preliminary  esti¬ 
mates  of  these  needs.  Actual  requests  for 
this  year  and  future  years  will  be  made 
by  the  director  of  each  library.  I  know 
the  Congress  will  respond  to  these  re¬ 
quests  so  that  this  historic  work  may  con¬ 
tinue  on  a  permanent  basis. 

A  $40,000  supplemental  appropriation 
for  the  General  Services  Administration 
will  be  used  for  the  payment  of  travel 
and  related  expenses  of  former  Presi¬ 
dents  and  not  to  exceed  two  members  of 
their  staffs. 

Provision  of  funds  for  travel  expenses 
corrects  an  oversight  in  existing  GSA 
authority  to  assist  former  Presidents  and 
their  staffs.  Although  funds  are  avail¬ 
able  for  staff  salaries  and  office  expendi¬ 
tures,  no  authority  has  existed  for  travel 
expenses  incurred  in  the  performance 
of  their  responsibilities.  The  amendment 
provides  permanent  legislative  authority 
for  payment  of  travel  and  related  ex¬ 
penses. 

This  has  caused  particular  difficulty 
for  former  President  Eisenhower  and  his 
staff.  General  Eisenhower,  as  a  former 
President,  may  travel  by  military  air¬ 
craft.  His  staff,  however,  has  often  been 
forced  to  travel  at  their  expenses  in  con¬ 
nection  with  their  staff  work  for  the  gen¬ 
eral.  No  way  presently  exists  to  reimburse 
either  General  Eisenhower  or  his  staff 
for  travel  by  private  conveyance  even 
when  it  would  be  less  expensive  than 
transportation  provided  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment. 

This  is  a  ridiculous  and  intolerable  sit¬ 
uation.  It  is  undignified  and  unjustified 
for  the  staff  representative  of  a  former 
President  to  have  to  “shop  around”  for 
transportation  or  pay  for  it  out  of  his  own 
pocket  when  he  travels  on  official  busi¬ 
ness. 

The  $40,000  appropriation  will  permit 
reimbursement  of  travel  and  related  ex¬ 
penses  for  fiscal  year  1969  by  former 
Presidents  Truman  and  Eisenhower  and 
to  members  of  their  staffs.  This  appropri¬ 
ation  will  not  provide  funds  for  President 
Johnson  or  his  staff  after  he  leaves  of¬ 
fice.  He  will  still  be  in  the  6-month  tran¬ 
sitional  period  during  fiscal  year  1969  and 
wall  receive  separate  funds  for  this  pur¬ 
pose  under  the  Presidential  Transition 
Act. 

Pursuant  to  the  permanent  authority 
of  this  bill,  subsequent  requests  can  be 
made  by  GSA  for  fiscal  year  1970  and  suc¬ 
ceeding  years  based  on  anticipated  needs. 


This  bill  also  extends  authority  to  the 
U.S.  Secret  Service  to  protect  a  widow 
of  a  former  President  during  her  lifetime 
and  the  minor  children  of  a  deceased 
former  President  until  they  have  reached 
the  age  of  16  years. 

Secret  Service  protection  is  ex¬ 
tended  to  former  Presidents  because  of 
continuing  threats  from  those  who  would 
seek  to  harm  one  who  has  served  in  our 
Nation’s  highest  office.  Congress  wisely 
determined  that  this  protection  should 
continue  during  the  lifetime  of  the  for¬ 
mer  President.  This  protection  is  pres¬ 
ently  given  former  Presidents  Truman 
and  Eisenhower  and  will  be  provided  to 
President  Johnson  when  he  leaves  office 
on  January  20,  1969. 

It  is  an  ugly  fact  that  some  of  the 
hatred  and  abnormal  behavior  directed 
toward  former  Presidents  may  be  trans¬ 
ferred  toward  their  families.  Moreover, 
they  are  the  targets  of  cranks  and  cu¬ 
riosity  seekers.  The  files  of  the  FBI  and 
the  Secret  Service  provide  extensive,  and 
often  revolting,  evidence  that  they  need 
continuing  protection. 

I  am  certain  every  Member  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  wants  a  former  First  Lady  to  have 
every  protection  and  assistance  during 
her  lifetime.  Protection  is  presently  of¬ 
fered  Mrs.  John  F.  Kennedy  and  her  chil¬ 
dren  by  special  statute.  If  those  two  gal¬ 
lant  Americans — Harry  S.  Truman  and 
Dwight  D.  Eisenhower — should  be  taken 
from  us,  it  would  be  shameful  if  their 
widows  were  to  lose  the  protection  on 
which  they  have  become  so  dependent 
and  to  which  they  are  so  richly  entitled. 

It  is  very  seldom  that  a  President  leaves 
minor  children  at  his  death.  We  faced 
one  such  terrible  tragedy  with  the  death 
of  President  Kennedy.  This  bill  wisely 
provides  that  the  minor  children  of  de¬ 
ceased  Presidents  shall  be  protected  un¬ 
til  the  age  of  16. 

I  might  also  observe  that  this  author¬ 
ity  of  protection  of  Presidential  widows  is 
unlikely  to  be  of  benefit  to  President  and 
Mrs.  Johnson  for  many  years  to  come. 
It  is,  however,  a  fitting  and  timely  ex¬ 
pression  of  concern  for  the  Truman,  Ei¬ 
senhower,  and  Kennedy  families. 

An  appropriation  of  $5  million  will  be 
used  in  support  of  construction  and  en¬ 
dowment  of  Eisenhower  College,  Seneca 
Falls,  N.Y. 

These  funds  are  an  expression  of  the 
gratitude  this  Nation  feels  toward  a  dis¬ 
tinguished  former  President,  Dwight  D. 
Eisenhower.  A  grant  of  $2.5  million  will 
be  used  as  a  trust  fund  for  the  awarding 
of  Eisenhower  scholarships  to  high  school 
graduates  to  assist  in  defraying  their 
tuition  and  other  expenses  at  Eisenhower 
College.  A  grant  of  $2.5  million  will  be 
made  to  the  college  for  the  construction, 
operation,  and  maintenance  of  educa¬ 
tional  facilities — particularly  those  re¬ 
lated  to  international  affairs. 

It  is  particularly  fitting  that  this 
memorial  is  made  to  former  President 
Eisenhower  by  a  grant  to  the  college 
bearing  his  name.  He  has  expressed  his 
strong  personal  support  for  the  school 
and  its  ideals.  We  can  all  take  great  sat¬ 
isfaction  in  the  fact  that  these  funds  will 
help  young  men  and  women  to  become 
graduates  of  Eisenhower  College — many 
of  them  with  Eisenhower  scholarships. 
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It  is  seldom  that  the  Congress  has  an 
opportunity  to  repay  in  a  very  small  way 
some  of  the  debt  our  Nation  owes  to  a 
great  American  who  has  borne  the  bur¬ 
dens  of  the  Presidency.  Former  President 
Eisenhower  has  devoted  his  lifetime  to 
public  service.  There  can  be  no  better 
memorial  to  his  life  and  deeds  than  mak¬ 
ing  it  possible  for  young  people  to  receive 
an  education  at  the  institution  which 
means  so  much  to  him. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  conference 
report. 

The  report  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  before 
the  Senate  a  message  from  the  House  of 
Representatives  announcing  its  action  on 
certain  amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the 
House  bill  (H.R.  20300) ,  which  was  read, 
as  follows: 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  numbered  11  to  the  aforesaid  bill,  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as  fol¬ 
lows  :  In  the  said  amendment,  delete  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  ",  to  remain  available  until  ex¬ 
pended.” 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  numbered  40  to  the  aforesaid  bill,  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as  fol¬ 
lows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said 
amendment,  insert  the  following: 
“elementary  and  secondary  educational 

ACTIVITIES 

“There  shall  be  available  in  an  amount  not 
to  exceed  $1,000,000  for  necessary  expenses 
for  planning  and  implementation  of  the 
Handicapped  Children’s  Early  Education  As¬ 
sistance  Act,  P.  L.  90-538,  to  be  derived  from 
funds  available  for  the  purposes  of  Title  III, 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  Act,  as 
amended.” 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  numbered  50  to  the  aforesaid  bill,  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as  fol¬ 
lows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said 
amendment,  insert  the  folowing: 

“DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

“Bureau  of  Reclamation 
“Upper  Colorado  River  Storage  Project 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  the  “Upper 
Colorado  River  Storage  Project”  for  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Basin  Fund,  $2,200,000,  to  re¬ 
main  available  until  expended,  together  with 
$500,000  to  be  derived  by  transfer  to  the  Fund 
from  funds  available  under  section  8  of  the 
Act  of  April  11,  1956.” 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  numbered  71  to  the  aforesaid  bill,  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment  as  fol¬ 
lows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert: 

“independent  office 

“ National  Council  on  Indian  Opportunity 
"Salaries  and  Expenses 

“For  expenses  necessary  for  the  National 
Council  on  Indian  Opportunity,  including 
services  as  authorized  by  5  U.S.C.  3109,  $100,- 
000,  which  shall  be  in  addition  to  the 
amount  authorized  by  Public  Law  90-550.” 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  concur  in  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  11,  40,  50,  and  71.  These  are  tech¬ 
nical  disagreements,  due  to  the  fact  that 
the  House  agreed  to  a  part  of  our  amend¬ 
ments  with  these  numbers,  but  did  not 
agree  fully,  so  that  they  had  to  be  re¬ 
ported  in  technical  disagreement.  The 
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House  has  acted  favorably,  and  I  ask 
that  the  Senate  now  act  favorably,  en 
bloc,  on  these  four  amendments. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendments  will  be  con¬ 
sidered  en  bloc. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Unless  there  is  discus¬ 
sion  on  any  of  the  amendments,  I  move 
that  they  be  agreed  to  en  bloc. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 


Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  again  call  attention 
to  the  fact  that  the  major  part  of  this 
bill  was  not  considered  by  the  House  of 
Representatives  originally,  but  came  to 
the  Senate  in  the  form  of  supplemental 
budget  items,  which  were  first  consid¬ 
ered  in  the  hearings  of  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee  day  before  yesterday. 

Mr.  President,  I  now  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record 
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at  this  point  a  tabulation  on  this  bill 
reflecting  the  amounts  in  the  budget  esti¬ 
mate  on  each  item,  the  amounts  agreed 
to  in  the  House  of  Representatives,  the 
amounts  agreed  to  in  the  Senate,  and  the 
final  conference  figures. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 


H.  Doc. 
No. 


Department  or  activity 


Version  of  bUl 

Budget  estimates— — - Conference  action 

House  Senate 

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4) 


393 

393 

393 

318 

393 

393 

393 

393 

393 


393 


393  and 
S.  109 
S.  109 
393 
393 


393 


S.  109 


S.  109 


393 


393 
S.  109 
S.  109 


393 


393 


CHAPTER  I 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Extension  Service: 

Cooperative  extension  work,  payments  and  expenses: 

Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico _ 

Consumer  and  Marketing  Service: 

Consumer  protective,  marketing,  and  regulatory  programs - 

Food  stamp  program - - - - - 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority: 

Salaries  and  expenses _ 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service: 

Indemnity  payments  to  dairy  farmers _ _ _ _ _ 

Farmers  Home  Administration: 

Salaries  and  expenses - „ - 

Self-help  housing  land  development  fund _ 

Mutual  and  self-help  housing.. - - - - 

Housing  for  rural  trainees _ ; - 

Total,  chapter  I - - - - - 

CHAPTER  II 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 
Federal  Funds 

Loans  to  the  District  of  Columbia  for  capital  outlay . - . — . — . 

District  or  Columbia  Funds 

General  operating  expenses - - - — . — - . . 

Public  safety - - - - - - 

Settlement  of  claims  and  suits _ i - 

Capital  outlay _ , _ 

Total,  District  of  Columbia  funds _ 

COMMISSION  ON  THE  REVISION  OF  THE  CRIMINAL  LAWS  OF  THE 
DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

Salaries  and  expenses _ 

Total,  chapter  II . . . - . ‘ . 


CHAPTER  HI 
FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE 
Funds  Appropriated  to  the  President 

MILITARV  ASSISTANCE 

Foreign  military  credit  sales . . . . . 

International  Financial  Institutions 

Subscription  to  International  Development  Association - 

Total,  chapter  III _ 


CHAPTER  IV 

INDEPENDENT  OFFICES 

Federal  Trade  Commission 
Salaries  and  expenses - - - 


General  Services  Administration 

Construction,  public  buildings  projects - - - . . 

Operating  expenses,  National  Archives  and  Records  Service - 

Allowances  and  office  facilities  for  former  Presidents - 

National  Commission  on  Consumer  Finance 

Salaries  and  expenses - J... - - - 

Securities  and  Exchange  Commission 
Salaries  and  expenses.—'- - - - - - 

Total,  Independent  offices — . . . . - . 


$150, 000 

(>) 

$150, 000 

$75, 000 

2,000,000 

90,  000,  000 

(1) 

$40, 000, 000 

90, 000,  000 

55,  000,  000 

600,000 

(*) 

400,000 

300,  000 

,  300, 000 

300,000 

300,000 

300,000 

1, 325, 000 

(») 

955,  000 

250,  000 

1,  000,  000 

m 

1, 000,  000 

600,000 

2,  700,  000 

m 

2,700,000  ... 

4,  500,  000 

(>) 

102,j>75,  000 

40, 300, 000 

95,  505,  000 

56, 525, 000 

8, 562, 000 

7,902,000 

7,902,000 

7,902,000 

(f,  ill,  000) 

(5,500) 

(1,049,600) 

(1,049,500) 

(136,000)... 

(136, 000) 
(37,900) 

(10, 590, 000) 

(68,000) 
(37, 900) 
(10,590,000) 

(37,900) 

(11,350,000) 

(37,900) 

(10,690,000) 

(13,831  900) 

(10,633,400) 

(11, 80S,  400) 

(11,735,400) 

150,000  ... 

150,000  ... 

8,712,000 

7,902,000 

8,052,000 

7, 902, 000 

296,000,000  . . . .  296,000,000  296,000,000 


160, 000, 000 


456,000,000  .... 

296, 000, 000 

296, 000,  000 

400,000 

200, 000 

400, 000 

300, 000 

(6, 000, 000) 
748,000  _ 

(6,000,000) 

(6,000,000) 

748,000 

(6,000,000) 
748, 000 

40,000  .... 

40,000 

40, 000 

375, 000 


200, 000  

200,000 

200,  000 

1,763,000 

200,000 

1,388,000 

1, 288, 000 

Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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H.  Doc. 
No. 


393 

393 

393 

393 

393 

393 

393 


393 


393 

393 

393 


393 

393 


393 


393 


318 

393 


393  and 
S.  109 
393  and 
S.  109 


393 


S.  109 

S.  109 

393 


SUMMARY  OF  THE  SUPPLEMENTAL  FOR  1969— Continued 


Department  or  activity 


CHAPTER  IV — Continued 

DEPARTMENT  OP  HOUSING  AND  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT 
Mortgage  Credit 

Homeownership  and  rental  housing  assistance: 

Limitation  for  annual  contract  authorization: 

Homeownership  assistance _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Rental  housing  assistance ._ _ _ _ _ 

Appropriation  lor  payments.  _ - - - - 

Salaries  and  expenses. - - - - 

Low  and  moderate  income  sponsor  fund.  _ _ _ _ _ 

Federal  Housing  Administration: 

Limitation  on  administrative  expenses . . . . . . . . . 

Limitation  on  nonadministrative  expenses... _ _ _ _ .... 

Departmental  Management 

Fair  housing  program . . . . . . . . 

Renewal  and  Housing  Assistance 

College  housing . . . . . . . . . 

Salaries  and  expenses . . . 

Grants  lor  tenant  services - - - - - - - . . . 


Metropolitan  Development 

Planned  areawide  development _ _ — . 

Salaries  and  expenses . . . . . . 


Flood  insurance 


Federal  Insurance  Programs 


Special  Institution 

National  Homeownership  Foundation . . . 

Total,  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
Total,  chapter  IV,  new  budget  (obligational)  authority. . 


CHAPTER  V 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 


Bureau  op  Indian  Affairs 

Education  and  welfare  services - - - - - - 

Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation 

Land  and  water  conservation  fund: 

Appropriation  ( repayable  advance  to  the  fund) _ 

Appropriation  of  receipts  (indefinite) _ _ 

Appropriation  out  of  the  fund  (not  including  liquidation  cash) 
( Appropriation  out  of  the  fund  to  liquidate  contract  authorization) . 

Total,  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation. _ _ 

National  Park  Service 


Management  and  protection _ 

Maintenance  and  rehabilitation  of  physical  facilities _ _ _ 

Total,  National  Park  Service _ _ _ 

Total,  Department  of  the  Interior.. . . . . . . . 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  WELFARE 
Health  Services 

Indian  health  activities . . . . . 

Construction  of  Indian  health  facilities _ _ _ _ 

Total,  chapter  V _ _ _ _ 

CHAPTER  VI 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  WELFARE 
Office  of  Education 

Elementary  and  secondary  educational  activities _ 

Higher  Educational  Activities 

Higher  educational  activities _ _ _ 

Social  and  Rehabilitation  Service 

Juvenile  delinquancy  prevention  and  control . . . . . 

Total,  chapter  V . . . . - . . 


Version  of  bill 

Budget  estimates - Conference  action 

House  Senate 

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4) 


(375, 000, 000) 
(75, 000, 000) 
11,  500,  000 
6,500,000  .. 
5,000,000  .. 

($16, 000, 000) 

(16, 000,  000 ) 
5,000,000 

(375, 000, 000) 
(75, 000, 000) 
11,500,000 

1,  250,  000 

2,  000,  000 

($25,  000, 000) 
(25,  000, 000) 
7,  000,  000 
625,  000 
500,000 

(360, 000) . . 
(5, 360, 000) 

(S,  600, 000) 

(360, 000) 

(3,  600, 000) 

(350,  000) 
(3,  60C0,  00) 

8, 000, 000 

1, 000, 000 

7, 000, 000 

2,000,000 

(7, 600, 000) 

1, 250,  000 
16,000,000  .. 

(2, 600, 000)  " 
500,000 

(4,000,000) 

500,000 

(3,000,000) 

600,000 

5,000,000  .. 
670.000  .. 

1,500,000  1,500,000  1,500,000  1,500,000 


250,000 


54,  670,  000 

8,  000,000 

23,  750,  000 

12, 126,  000 

56,433,000 

8, 200,  000 

25, 138,  000 

13,413,000 

10,  752,  000 

752,000 

2, 452, 000 

1,452,000 

(92, 000, 000) 

2,  550, 000 

7,  000, 000 
a  (85, 000, 000) 

(63, 000, 000) 

2,  500, 000 

7, 000, 000 

2  (46,000,000) 

(92, 000, 000) 
2,600,000 

7, 000,  000 

2  (86, 000, 000) 

(63, 000, 000) 
2,  500,  000 
7,000,000 
(46,000,000) 

9,  550,  000 

9,  500,  000 

9,  500, 000 

9,  500,000 

421,  000 

100,000 

421,000 

325,000 

169, 000 

50,000 

169,000 

125,000 

590,  000 

150,000 

590,000 

450,000 

20,  892,  000 

10, 402,  000 

12, 142, 000 

10,  402,  000 

4, 238,  000 

3, 350,  000 

850,000 

4,  944, 000 

850,  000 
4,  056,  000 

25, 130,  000 

13, 752,  000 

18, 336,  000 

16,308,  000 

C 3,000,000 )  _ _ _  (3, 000, 000)  (.1.000,000) 

12,741,000  . .  7,741,000  . . . . 

19,200,000  5,000,000  12,000,000  5,000,000 

31,941,000  5,000,000  19,741,000  5,000,000 
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H.  Doc. 

No.  Department  or  activity 


CHAPTER  VH 
LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH 


393 

393 

393 

393 


393 


Senate 

SALARIES,  OFFICERS  AND  EMPLOYEES 
Office  of  the  Secretary _ _ _ _ _ 


CONTINGENT  EXPENSES  OF  THE  SENATE 
Miscellaneous  items _ 

House  of  Representatives 
0 

Gratuity  to  widows  of  deceased  Members . . 

contingent  expenses  of  the  house 
Reporting  hearings . . . . - . - . 

Joint  Items 

Joint  Committee  on  Defense  Production _ ; _ 

Education  of  pages - - - - 

Capitol  Police 

General  expenses _ _ 

Library  of  Congress 

Salaries  and  expenses. _ _ _ 

Total,  chapter  VH _ 


CHAPTER  VHI 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR— PUBLIC  WORKS 


Bureau  of  Reclamation 

Upper  Colorado  River  storage  project _ _ _ 

NATIONAL  WATER  COMMISSION 


393  Salaries  and  expenses _ 

Total,  chapter  VIII _ _ _ 

CHAPTER  IS 

DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 

Legal  Activities  and  General  Administration 

393  Salaries  and  expenses,  general  administration _ _ _ _ 

393  Salaries  and  expenses,  general  legal  activities _ _ 

Total,  legal  activities  and  general  administration _ 

Federal  Prison  System 

393  Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Prisons _ _ _ 

393  Support  of  U.8.  prisoners _ _ _ 

Total,  Federal  prison  system . 

Total,  Department  of  Justice . . . . . . . . . 

DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 

Environmental  Science  Services  Administration 

393  Salaries  and  expenses _ . _ 

Maritime  Administration 

393  State  marine  schools  (by  transfer) _ 

Foreign  Direct  Investment  Control 

393  Salaries  and  expenses _ 

Total,  Department  of  Commerce . . . . 

THE  JUDICIARY 

Courts  of  Appeals,  District  Courts,  and  Other  Judicial  Services 

393  Salaries  of  judges _ 

393  Salaries  of  supporting  personnel _ _ 

393  Travel  and  miscellaneous  expenses _ 

393  Administrative  Office  of  the  U.S.  Courts _ 

Total,  the  Judiciary _ _ _ 

Total,  chapter  IX _ _ _ 

CHAPTER  X 

DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
Office  of  the  Secretary 


393  Salaries  and  expenses. _ _ 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 

393  Operations _ _ 

Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 


.  Version  of  bill 

Budget  estimates - Conference  action 

House  Senate 

(!)  (2)  (3)  (4) 


. .  $60,000 

$146,000  145,000 

8, 630  8, 630 

18, 681  18, 581 

200, 000  200, 000 

372,211  432,211 


$16, 570 

$16, 570 

11,250 

11, 250 

60,000 

60,000 

145,000 

145, 000 

8,630 

18,581 

8,630 

18,581 

34,000 

34,000 

200,000 

200, 000 

494, 031  494, 031 


2,700,000  .  2,700,000  2,200,000 

500,000  .  300,000  150,000 

3,200,000  . .  3,000,000  2,350,000 


136,000 

300,000 


436,000 


2, 000, 000 
2, 000,  000 


4, 000, 000 


4, 436, 000 


136,000 


136,000 


136,000 


Language 


(110,000) 


(SI 0,000) 


750, 000  .  500, 000  500, 000 

750,000  . . .  6^0,000  600,000 


230,000  .  51,000  . . 

1,062,000  . . —  3S,  000  . . . 

630,000  _ _ _  45,000  . . . 

66,000  . .  15,000  . . 

1,988,000  .  149,000  . . 

7,174,000  . . .  785,000  600,000 


500, 000  250, 000  250, 000  250, 000 

4,200,000  4,000,000  4,000,000  4,000,000 
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H.  Do#. 

Department  or  activity 

Version  of  trill 

Conference  action 

(4) 

(1) 

House 

(2) 

Senate 

(3) 

393 

CHAPTER  X — Continued 

DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION— Continued 

Federal  Railroad  Administration 

Alaska  railroad  revolving  fund . . . . . . . 

.  $680, 000 

$580,000 

$680,000 

$580,000 

393 

Urban  Mass  Transportation  Administration 

Salaries  and  expenses  (by  transfer) . . . . . 

.  ( 665,000 ) 

(.300,000)... 

( 160,000 ) 

Total,  chapter  X . . . . . . . . 

.  6, 280, 000 

4, 830,  000 

4,830,000 

4,830,000 

393 

CHAPTER  XI 

TREASURY  DEPARTMENT 

Bureau  or  Accounts 

Salaries  and  expenses . .  . . . . . . . . 

.  1, 878, 000 

1,878,000 

1, 878, 000 

1, 878, 000 

393 

Internal  Revenue  Service 

Compliance . .  .  ...  -  ...  . . 

.  1, 675, 000 

1,  000, 000 

1, 000,000 

1, 000, 000 

393 

Eisenhower  College  Grants 

Construction,  repair,  and  equipment  grants . 

. . .  5,000,000 

5,000,000 

6,000,000 

6,000,000 

Total,  Treasury  Department . . . 

. . .  8,453,000 

7, 878, 000 

7,878,000 

7, 878, 000 

S.  80 

EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 

Council  of  Economic  Advisers 

.  (860, 000)  . 

200,000 

8,078,000 

160,000 

8, 028,000 

Total,  chapter  XI . 

 8,  453,  000 

7, 878, 000 
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CHAPTER  XII 

Claims  and  judgments . . . . . . 

. .  35,238,696 

35,238,696 

35, 238,  696 

35, 238, 696 

CHAPTER  XIII 

General  provision  (sec.  1303)  . . . . . 

100,000 

Grand  total,  all  chapters. . . . . . . 

. .  740,508,907 

123, 532,  907 

515, 197, 727 

446,  688,  727 

2  Not  to  exceed  this  amount  of  the  total  repayable  advance. 


1  Consideration  postponed  until  next  January. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  un¬ 
animous  consent  to  have  printed  in  the 
Record  a  statement  prepared  by  the 
Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr.  Bartlett], 
who  is  necessarily  absent  today. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  by  Senator  Bartlett  was  ordered  to 
be  printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Funds  for  Medical  Care 

Mr.  Bartlett.  Mr.  President,  the  Supple¬ 
mental  Appropriations  Bill  of  1969  contains 
two  very  important  items  for  Alaska. 

The  first  is  an  appropriation  of  $850,000 
for  the  contract  medical  care  program  for 
the  Division  of  Indian  Health;  the  second, 
$706,000  to  finance  facilities  for  the  Divi¬ 
sion  at  the  new  hospital  to  be  built  at 
Juneau. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  pleased  that  the  Senate 
and  then  the  House,  in  acting  on  the  con¬ 
ference  report,  accepted  my  amendments  ap¬ 
propriating  these  funds. 

The  additional  funds  for  the  contract 
medical  care  program  were  required  because 
of  the  cost  of  medical  care  across  the  na¬ 
tion  has  gone  up  by  about  17  percent,  while 
Congress,  acting  on  the  estimate  of  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Health  Service,  provided  only  enough 
funds  to  meet  an  increase  of  about  10  per¬ 
cent. 

In  Alaska,  the  increase  in  medical  costs  has 
been  22  percent. 

The  supplemental  appropriation  approved 
today  will  provide  enough  money  to  keep 
the  medical  service  at  the  same  level  as  last 
year.  Alaska  will  receive  about  $200,000  of 
these  funds. 

Equally  important  to  health  care  for  Ala¬ 
ska  natives  is  the  funds  for  the  Juneau  Hos¬ 
pital.  These  funds  will  finance  facilities  for 
additional  beds  and  an  out-patient  clinic. 
The  borough  is  constructing  a  new  hospital 
to  replace  a  building  which  has  been  con¬ 
demned.  If  these  funds  were  not  made  avail¬ 


able  Alaska  natives  would  have  to  be  trans¬ 
ported  almost  100  miles  to  receive  Public 
Health  Service  care.  Eventually,  the  Division 
of  Indian  Health  would  have  to  construct 
facilities  at  Juneau  and  it  makes  sense  to 
save  money  by  doing  it  now  while  the  original 
building  is  under  construction. 


TRIBUTE  TO  SENATOR  LISTER  HILL 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  Present,  I 
rise  to  pay  tribute  to  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Labor 
and  Public  Welfare,  the  beloved  Senator 
from  Alabama,  Lister  Hill.  I  do  this 
with  regret  that  the  ranking  majority 
member  of  the  committee,  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse],  who  could  do 
this  so  much  more  eloquently,  is  not 
present:  but  he  is  detained  by  a  matter 
in  his  own  State.  I  wish  to  say,  on  be¬ 
half  of  the  many  Members  who  are  not 
present,  that  they  have  expressed,  by 
their  sentiments  to  Senator  Hill  in  a 
meeting  of  our  committee  held  this  week, 
the  high  esteem  in  which  he  is  held  by 
the  members  of  that  committee. 

I  wish  to  say  also,  on  behalf  of  every¬ 
body  in  the  United  States  who  has  bene¬ 
fited  from  his  45  years  of  service  here, 
that  if  all  of  the  people  of  this  Nation 
who  have  benefited  from  his  45  years  of 
service  knew  about  it  and  could  write 
him  a  letter,  he  would  have  about  175 
million  letters.  The  country  knows  of 
the  Hill-Burton  Act,  and  his  services  in 
connection  with  that,  but  they  do  not 
know  of  his  services  in  the  cause  of  edu¬ 
cation.  The  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Public  Welfare  includes  subcommittees 
on  Education,  Health,  Labor,  Manpower 


and  Retraining,  Poverty,  Veterans  Af- 

fairs,  Railroad  Retirement,  and  Aging, 
and  special  subcommittees  on  Migratory 
Labor,  Bilingual  Education,  Interna¬ 
tional  Education,  Indian  Education,  and 
other  subjects. 

At  the  signing  of  a  bill  at  the  White 
House  a  year  or  so  ago,  the  President 
said  to  me  that  80  percent  of  all  the  pro¬ 
gressive  legislation  which  came  to  his 
desk  in  these  fields,  counting  the  entire 
field,  came  through  Senator  Hill’s  com¬ 
mittee. 

That  legislation  has  come  about  large- 
sly  through  the  leadership  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  senior  Senator  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Hill],  We  all  know  that  passing  a 
billMoes  not  mean  funding  it.  His  serv¬ 
ices  \ere  incalculable  in  this  commit¬ 
tee.  When  we  consider  his  chairman¬ 
ship  of  not  only  the  Committee  on  Labor 
and  Public.  Welfare,  but  also  of  the  Sub¬ 
committee  \n  Appropriations  that  has 
jurisdiction  oyer  health  expenditures  and 
educational  expenditures,  and  consider 
that  the  bill  heNdfered  in  1958,  the  Na¬ 
tional  Defense  Education  Act — which  is 
counted  as  the  breakthrough  legislation 
for  all  of  this  vast  body  of  educational 
legislation  of  the  pastNo  years — his  au¬ 
thorship,  and  his  steering  of  that  legis¬ 
lation  through  a  closely  abided  Senate, 
because  there  was  a  difference  in  num¬ 
ber  of  only  one  vote  betweenSdie  parties 
on  both  sides  of  the  aisle,  anoyconsider 
all  of  the  pitfalls  through  whflsh  that 
breakthrough  legislation  went  and  all 
of  the  legislation  he  has  handled  since 
that  time,  we  realize  that  his  is  a  service 
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an  act 

_ 82  STAT.  1190 

[hiking  supplemental  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1069, 

and  for  other  purposes. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Home  of  Representatives  of  the 
linited  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  the  following  supplemental 
sums  are  appropriated  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  Appropriation 
appropriated,  to  supply  supplemental  appropriations  (this  Act  may  Act,  1969. 
be  cited  as  the  “Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1969”)  for  the  fiscal 
tear  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes,  namely: 

CHAPTER  I 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


Extension  Service 

COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 


Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico 

[  For  an  additional  amount  for  “Payments  to  States  and  Puerto 
Rico”,  for  payments  for  extension  work  under  section  109  of  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia  Public  Education  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of 
June 20, 1968  (Public Law 90-354), $75, 000.  Ante.  P»  241- 


Consumer  and  Marketing  Service 

FOOD  STAMP  PROGRAM 


For  an  additional  amount  for  “Food  stamp  program”,  $55,000,000: 
Provided ,  That  additional  expenditures  resulting  from  amounts  pro¬ 
vided  in  this  paragraph  shall  be  fully  offset  by  sale  of  notes  held  by  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  or  other  assets  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  to  prevent  further  expenditure  reductions  against  exist¬ 
ing  programs  pursuant  to  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act 
of 1968.  Ante, 


Commodity  Exchange  Authority 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


p.  251. 


For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $300,000. 


Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service 

INDEMNITY  PAYMENTS  TO  DAIRY  FARMERS 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of 
August  13,  1968  (Public  Law  90-484),  $300,000:  Provided ,  That  none  Ante,  p.  750. 
of  the  funds  contained  in  this  Act  shall  be  used  to  make  indemnity  pay¬ 
ments  to  any  farmer  whose  milk  was  removed  from  commercial  mar¬ 
kets  as  a  result  of  his  willful  failure  to  follow  procedures  prescribed 
,by  the  Federal  Government. 
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Ante,  pp.  477, 
498. 


Ante,  p.  554. 


D.  C.  Code 
1-902  to 
1-906. 
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Farmers  Home  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses",  including 
necessary  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided,  for  carrying  out  the 
responsibilities  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  under  sections  235 
and  236  of  the  National  Housing  Act,  as  amended  by  sections  101(a), 
201(a),  respectively,  of  the  Act  of  August  1,  1968  (Public  Law 
90-448),  $250,000. 

SELF-HELP  HOUSING  LAND  DEVELOPMENT  FUND 

For  direct  loans  pursuant  to  section  523(b)  (1)  (B)  of  the  Housing 
Act  of  1949  (42  U.S.C.  1471-1490)  and  related  advances,  $600,000, 
to  remain  available  until  expended. 

CHAPTER  II 


DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 
Federal  Funds 


LOANS  TO  THE  DISTRICT  (  F  COLUMBIA  FOR  CAPITAL  OUTLAY 


For  an  additional  amount  for  “Loans  to  the  District  of  Columbia 
for  capital  outlay”,  $7,902,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended  and 
to  be  advanced  upon  request  of  the  Commissioner  to  the  general  fund. 


District  of  Columbia  Funds 

OPERATING  EXPENSES 

General  Operating  Expenses 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “General  operating  expenses”, 
$1,049,500. 

Public  Safety 


For  an  additional  amount  for  “Public  safety”,  $68,000. 


Settlement  of  Claims  and  Suits 


For  the  payment  of  claims  in  excess  of  $250,  in  accordance  wb 


the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  Februarv  11,  1929,  as  amended  (45  Stun 
1160;  46  Stat.  500;  65  Stat.  131) , $27,900. 


CAPITAL  OUTLAY 

Capital  Outlay 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Capital  outlay”,  $10,590,000,  to 
remain  available  until  expended:  Provided ,  That  $2,688,000  of  this 
amount  shall  not  be  available  for  expenditure  until  July  1,  1969:  Pro¬ 
vided  further.  That  $2,404,000  shall  be  available  for  construction  serv¬ 
ices  by  the  Director  of  Buildings  and  Grounds  or  by  contract  for 
architectural  engineering  services,  as  may  be  determined  by  the 
Commissioner. 

DIVISION  OF  EXPENSES 

The  sums  appropriated  herein  for  the  District  of  Columbia  shall 
he  paid  out  of  the  general  fund  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 
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CHAPTER  III 
FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE 
FUNDS  APPROPRIATED  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 

MILITARY  ASSISTANCE 

Foreign  Military  Credit  Sales 

For  expenses  of  financing  sales  of  defense  articles  and  defense  serv¬ 
es,  as  authorized  by  law,  $296,000,000. 

CHAPTER  IY 

INDEPENDENT  OFFICES 

FEDERAL  TRADE  COMMISSION 

Salaries  and  Expenses 

A  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses’’,  including 
rfying  out  the  functions  of  the  Federal  Trade  Commission  under 
itle  I  of  the  Consumer  Credit  Protection  Act  of  1968  (Public  Law 
)— 32 1 ) ,  $300,000.  Ante,  p,  146. 

GENERAL  SERVICES  ADMINISTRATION 

Real  Property  Activities 


CONSTRUCTION,  PUBLIC  BUILDINGS  PROJECTS 

Funds  heretofore  appropriated  under  the  heading  “General  Serv¬ 
es  Administration,  Construction,  Public  buildings  projects’’,  shall 
>  available  in  the  amount  of  $6,000,000,  for  the  construction  of  the  sub- 
ructure,  Courthouse  and  Federal  Office  Building,  Philadelphia, 
ennsylvania :  Provided ,  That  the  foregoing  amount  shall  be  the  maxi- 
um  construction  improvement  cost  which  may  be  exceeded  to  the 
ffent  that  savings  are  effected  in  other  projects,  but  by  not  to  exceed 
)  per  centum. 

OPERATING  EXPENSES,  NATIONAL  ARCHIVES  AND  RECORDS  SERVICE 

y  an  additional  amount  for  “Operating  expenses,  National 
..-.lives  and  Records  Service”,  $748,000. 

ALLOWANCES  AND  OFFICE  FACILITIES  FOR  FORMER  PRESIDENTS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Allowances  and  Office  Facilities  for 
ormer  Presidents”,  $40,000,  and  funds  appropriated  under  this  head 
lall  be  available  hereafter  for  travel  and  related  expenses  of  former 
residents  and  not  to  exceed  two  members  of  their  staffs. 

Securities  and  Exchange  Commission 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $200,000. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND  URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT 

Federal  Insurance  Programs 

FLOOD  INSURANCE 

For  necessary  administrative  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for, 
in  carrying  out  the  National  Flood  Insurance  Act  of  1968  (82  Stat. 
572),  $1,500,000. 

Mortgage  Credit 

homeownership  and  rental  housing  assistance 

F or  homeownership  assistance  payments,  authorized  by  section  235, 
and  for  interest  reduction  payments  as  authorzied  by  section  236  of 
the  National  Housing  Act,  as  amended  (82  Stat.  477  and  498), 
$7,000,000:  Provided ,  That  the  total  payments  that  may  be  required 
in  any  fiscal  year  by  all  contracts  entered  into  under  section  235  shall 
not  exceed  $25,000,000  and  by  those  entered  into  under  section  236 
shall  not  exceed  $25,000,000.  jm 

( 

LOW  AND  MODERATE  INCOME  SPONSOR  FUND 

For  the  low  and  moderate  income  sponsor  fund,  authorized  by 
section  106  of  the  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of  1968  (82 
Stat.  490),  $500, 000. 

Federal  Housing  Administration 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  administrative  expenses  of  programs  of  mortgage 
credit,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  $625,000. 

Limitation  on  Administrative  and  Nonadministrative 
Expenses,  Federal  Housing  Administration 

In  addition  to  amounts  made  available  under  this  head  for  the 
current  fiscal  year,  not  to  exceed  $350,000  shall  be  available  for  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses  and  not  to  exceed  $3,500,000  shall  be  available  for 
nonadministrative  expenses. 


Departmental  Management 


FAIR  HOUSING  PROGRAM 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  the  functions  of  the  Secretary 
of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  under  the  provisions  of  Title 
VIII  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1968  (82  Stat.  81),  $2,000,000. 


Renewal  and  Housing  Assistance 


COLLEGE  HOUSING 

The  total  payments  that  may  be  required  in  any  fiscal  year  by  all 
contracts  for  annual  grants  with  educational  institutions  entered  into 
pursuant  to  section  401  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1950,  as  amended  (82 
Stat.  604),  shall  not  exceed  $3,000,000. 
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SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $500,000. 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  402.  Reorganization  Plan  Numbered  1  of  1958,  as  amended,  is 
further  amended  by  striking  out  “Office  of  Emergency  Planning” 
wherever  appearing  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “Office  of 
Emergency  Preparedness.”  Any  reference  in  any  other  law  to  the 
Office  of  Emergency  Planning  shall,  after  the  date  of  this  Act,  be 
deemed  to  refer  to  the  Office  of  Emergency  Preparedness. 

Sec.  403.  Section  408(e)  (1)  (A)  (iv)  of  the  National  Housing  Act, 
as  amended,  is  amended  by  .striking  the  phrase  “the  control  of  any 
such  institution”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “except 
that  the  Corporation  may  upon  application  by  such  company  extend 
such  one-year  period  from  year  to  year,  for  an  additional  period  not 
exceeding  three  years,  if  the  Corporation  finds  such  extension  is  war¬ 
ranted  and  shall  not  be  detrimental  to  the  public  interest”. 


CHAPTER  V 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 


EDUCATION  AND  WELFARE  SERVICES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Education  and  welfare  services”, 
$1,452,000. 

Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation 


LAND  AND  WATER  CONSERVATION 

For  a  repayable  advance  to  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund, 
as  authorized  by  Section  4(b)  of  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation 
Fund  Act  of  1965,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  4601-7,  $53,000,000,  to 
remain  available  until  expended. 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Land  and  water  conservation”  to 
carry  out  the  property  acquisition  provisions  of  the  Act  of  October  2, 
1968,  Public  Law  90-545  and  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  June  4, 1968 
(82  Stat.  168),  to  be  derived  from  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation 
"Sind  and  to  remain  available  until  expended,  $55,500j000,  of  which  not 
„ J  exceed  $46,000,000  shall  be.  for  liquidation  of  obligations  incurred 
pursuant  to  Section  3(b)  (1)  of  said  Act  of  October  2,  1968. 

National  Park  Service 

MANAGEMENT  AND  PROTECTION 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Management  and  protection”, 
$325,000. 


MAINTENANCE  AND  REHABILITATION  OF  PHYSICAL  FACILITIES 


Office  of  Emer¬ 
gency  Planning. 
Name  change . 

50  USC  app. 

2271  note. 


Savings  and 
loan  holding 
companies. 
Acquisitions. 
Ante,  p.  10. 


78  Stat.  900. 


Ante,  p.  931. 


For  an  additional  amount  for  “Maintenance  and  rehabilitation  of 
physical  facilities”,  $125,000. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  WELFARE 


Ante,  p.  901. 
81  Stat.  788. 
20  USC  841- 
848. 


Ante,  p.  462. 


Public  Health  Service 

HEALTH  SERVICES 
INDIAN  HEALTH  ACTIVITIES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Indian  health  activities”,  $850,000. 

CONSTRUCTION  OF  INDIAN  HEALTH  FACILITIES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Construction  of  Indian  health  facili¬ 
ties”,  $4,056,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

CHAPTER  VI 


DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND 

WELFARE 


Office  of  Education 

ELEMENTARY  AND  SECONDARY  EDUCATIONAL  ACTIVITIES 


There  shall  be  available  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $1,000,000  for 
necessary  expenses  for  planning  and  implementation  of  the  Handi¬ 
capped  Children’s  Early  Education  Assistance  Act,  Public  Law  90- 
538,  to  be  derived  from  funds  available  for  the  purposes  of  Title 
III,  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  Act,  as  amended. 


Social  and  Rehabilitation  Service 


JUVENILE  DELINQUENCY  PREVENTION  AND  CONTROL 

For  carrying  out  the  purposes  of  the  Juvenile  Delinquency  Pre¬ 
vention  and  Control  Act  of  1968,  $5,000,000 :  Provided ,  That  none  of 
the  funds  contained  herein  shall  be  used  to  make  grants,  under  Title 
I  of  said  Act,  in  excess  of  the  following :  (1)  $12,500  each  to  the  Virgin 
Islands,  Guam,  American  Samoa,  and  the  Trust  Territory  of  the 
Pacific  Islands,  (2)  $50,000  to  each  of  the  50  States,  the  District  of 
Columbia,  and  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico. 


CHAPTER  VII 
LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH 
SENATE 

Salaries,  Officers  and  Employees 


OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 

For  an  additional  amount  for  office  of  the  Secretary,  $16,570:  Pro¬ 
vided^  That  the  Secretary  may  employ  a  Curator  of  Art  and  An¬ 
tiquities  at  not  to  exceed  $22,089  per  annum. 
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Contingent  Expenses  of  the  Senate 


82  STAT.  1196 


MISCELLANEOUS  ITEMS 

For  an  additional  amount  for  Miscellaneous  Items,  $11,250,  for  ex¬ 
penses  of  the  Commission  on  Art  and  Antiquities  of  the  Senate. 

House  of  Representatives 

For  payment  to  Elizabeth  Lee  Pool,  widow  of  Joe  R.  Pool,  late  a 
Representative  from  the  State  of  Texas,  $30,000. 

For  payment  to  Emily  J.  Holland,  widow  of  Elmer  J.  Holland,  late 
a  Representative  from  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  $30,000. 


CONTINGENT  EXPENSES  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Reporting  Hearings 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Reporting  hearings”,  $145,000. 


D 


JOINT  ITEMS 

Joint  Committee  on  Defense  Production 


For  an  additional  amount  for  “Joint  Committee  on  Defense  Pro¬ 
duction”,  $8,630. 

Capitol  Police 

GENERAL  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “General  expenses”,  $34,000. 


Education  of  Pages 


For  an  additional  amount  for  “Education  of  pages”,  $18,581. 
Library  of  Congress 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $200,000. 


CHAPTER  VIII 
PUBLIC  WORKS 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
Bureau  of  Reclamation 


UPPER  COLORADO  RIVER  STORAGE  PROJECT 


For  an  additional  amount  for  the  “Upper  Colorado  River  Storage 
Project”  for  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund,  $2,200,000,  to 
remain  available  until  expended,  together  with  $500,000  to  be  derived 
by  transfer  to  the  Fund  from  funds  available  under  section  8  of  the 
Act  of  April  11, 1956. 


70  Stat.  110. 
43  USC  620g. 


Pub.  Law  90-608 


October  21,  1968 


82  STAT.  1197 


Ante,  p.  868. 
5  USC  5315. 


80  St  at.  508. 

81  Stat.  206. 
80  Stat.  416. 
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INDEPENDENT  OFFICES 

National  Water  Commission 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  September  2G,  1968 
(Public  Law  90-515) ,  including  compensation  of  the  Executive  Direc¬ 
tor  at  level  IV  of  the  Executive  Schedule,  $150,000. 

CHAPTER  IX 


STATE,  JUSTICE,  COMMERCE,  AND  THE  JUDICIARY 
DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 
Foreign  Direct  Investment  Control 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses",  $500,000. 

CHAPTER  X 

DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 


Office  of  the  Secretary 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $250,000. 
Federal  Aviation  Administration 
operations 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Operations”,  $4,000,000. 

Federal  Railroad  Administration 


ALASKA  RAILROAD  REVOLVING  FUND 

Payment  to  the  Alaska  Railroad  Revolving  Fund 

For  payment  to  the  Alaska  Railroad  revolving  fund  for  payment  oV 
approved  contractor  claims  relating  to  authorized  work  of  the  Alaska 
Railroad,  involving  the  reconstruction  of  the  Seward  Dock  facilities 
destroyed  as  a  result  of  the  Alaska  earthquake,  $580,000,  which  may 
be  made  available  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers  for  payment  of  such 
claims. 

Urban  Mass  Transportation  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Urban  Mass  Transportation  Adminis¬ 
tration,  including  uniforms  and  allowances  therefor,  as  authorized  by 
law  (5  U.S.C.  5901-5902)  ;  hire  of  passenger  motor  vehicles;  and  serv¬ 
ices  as  authorized  by  5  U.S.C.  3109 ;  $150,000,  to  be  derived  by  transfer 
from  the  appropration  for  “Urban  mass  transportation  grants”. 


October  21,  1968 
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Pub.  Law  90-608 


82STAT.  1198 


CHAPTER  XI 
TREASURY  DEPARTMENT 
Bureau  of  Accounts 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $1,878,000. 

Internal  Revenue  Service 
compliance 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Compliance”,  $1,000,000. 

Eisenhower  College  Grants 

For  matching  grants  for  the  construction  of  educational  facilities  at 
Eisenhower  College,  as  authorized  by  law,  $5,000,000,  to  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  expended. 

n 

UNITED  STATES  SECRET  SERVICE 

Section  3056  of  title  18,  United  States  Code  is  amended  by  striking  79  stat.  791. 
out  the  second  clause  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

“protect  the  person  of  a  former  President  and  his  wife  during  his  life¬ 
time,  the  person  of  the  widow  of  a  former  President  until  her  death  or 
remarriage,  and  minor  children  of  a  former  President  until  they 
reach  sixteen  years  of  age,  unless  such  protection  is  declined”. 

EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 
Council  of  Economic  Advisers 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Salaries  and  expenses”,  $150,000. 

CHAPTER  XII 
CLAIMS  AND  JUDGMENTS 

For  payment  of  claims  settled  and  determined  by  departments  and 
Mt'encies  in  accord  with  law  and  judgments  rendered  against  the  United 
'"States  by  the  United  States  Court  of  Claims  and  United  States  district 
courts,  as  set  forth  in  House  Document  Numbered  393,  Ninetieth  Con¬ 
gress,  $35,238,696,  together  with  such  amounts  as  may  be  necessary 
to  pay  interest  (as  and  when  specified  in  such  judgments  or  provided 
by  law)  and  such  additional  sums  due  to  increases  in  rates  of  exchange 
as  may  be  necessary  to  pay  claims  in  foreign  currency :  Provided ,  That 
no  judgment  herein  appropriated  for  shall  be  paid  until  it  shall  become 
final  and  conclusive  against  the  United  States  by  failure  of  the  parties 
to  appeal  or  otherwise:  Provided  further ,  That  unless  otherwise 
specifically  required  by  law  or  by  the  judgment,  payment  of  interest 
wherever  appropriated  for  herein  shall  not  continue  for  more  than 
thirty  days  after  the  date  of  approval  of  the  Act. 


Pub.  Law  90-608 
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October  21,  1968 


82  STAT.  1199 


Fiscal  year 
limitation. 


Ante,  p.  271. 


49  Stat.  620. 
42  USC  1305. 


80  Stat.  416. 
Ante,  p.  937. 


CHAPTER  XIII 


GENERAL  PROVISIONS 


Sec.  1301.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in  this  Act  shall 
remain  available  for  obligation  beyond  the  current  fiscal  year  unless 
expressly  so  provided  herein. 

Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1968 

Sec.  1302.  (a)  Expenditures  and  net  lending  during  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1969,  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
(not  more  than  $907,000,000)  for  farm  price  supports  (not  including 
amounts  for  special  activities)  in  excess  of  the  amounts  estimated 
therefor  on  page  239  of  the  Budget  for  1969  (H.  Doc.  225,  Part  1), 
land  new  obligational  and  loan  authority  heretofore  or  hereafter 
enacted  for  such  fiscal  year  for  such  purposes  in  excess  of  the  amounts 
estimated  therefor  on  page  239  of  the  Budget  for  1969,  shall  not  be 
counted  against  the  aggregate  limitations  on  expenditures  and  net 
lending  and  new  obligational  authority  and  loan  authority  prescribed 
by  Sections  202(a)  and  203(a)  of  Title  II  of  the  Revenue  and  EO 
penditure  Control  Act  of  1968.  ^ 

(b)  Expenditures  and  net  lending  during  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1969,  bv  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
(not  more  than  $560,000,000)  for  grants  to  States  for  public  assistance 
as  authorized  by  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  in  excess  of  the 
amounts  estimated  therefor  on  page  15  of  the  Budget  for  1969  (H. 
Doc.  225,  Part  1),  and  new  obligational  and  loan  authority  heretofore 
or  hereafter  enacted  for  such  fiscal  year  for  such  purposes  in  excess 
of  the  amounts  estimated  therefor  on  pages  306  and  307  of  the  Budget 
for  1969,  shall  not  be  counted  against  the  aggregate  limitations  on 
expenditures  and  net  lending  and  new  obligational  authority  and  loan 
authority  prescribed  by  Sections  202(a)  and  203(a)  of  Title  II  of 
the  Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1968. 

INDEPENDENT  OFFICE 
National  Council  on  Indian  Opportunity 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


For  expenses  necessary  for  the  National  Council  on  Indian  Oppor¬ 
tunity,  including  services  as  authorized  by  5  U.S.C.  3109,  $100,00' 


which  shall  be  in  addition  to  the  amount  authorized  by  Public  L 
90-550. 

Approved  October  21,  1968. 
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